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CHAP'f ER I 
I NTRODUCTION 
Elder Olson has said ':hat at the Biblical To ...... er of 
Babe l the people did not begin to talk nonsense but only 
what seemed like nonsense. This paper concerns an intel-
lectual tower where important debates are held, but 
unfortunately the language is not a universal one; there -
fore, because all too often terms have evolved t-lithollt 
adequate d e finition , dis a g r eement occurs where reco ncil-
iation app e ars impo s s ible. 
The very title of this thesis could be misleading ~o 
the reader if he consider s debate in its formal sense. 
What is here intended is the controversy in the efforts 
of respected scholars understand and establish the 
nature of poetry, and for me it is also a personal debate 
as I f o llow their assumptions in order to make some judg-
ments in the concluding chapter about their successes and 
limitations. The in f ormality of the structure of the 
de b a te does no t dimin ish the s e riousness of its di a lectic . 
To the con t rary , t he debate i s very s e rious not on ly to 
thos e i nvolved b ut to a ny pe rson Hho c o n cer ns himsel f • ... Pi th 
the s t a t e of the lite r a ry arts in t he mode r n wor l d. 
The debatc i5 a mong critics r e presen ti ng certai n 
ge nerally defined schools o[ cri ti c i s mj hO'-lcve r they arc 
1 
2 
not pr i marily spoKesman fo r a s chool : the y are among the 
ma inst a ys . Each repre s e nts high schola rship , a nd e ach is 
deserving of praise solely as a n isol n ted cri t ic -- o r a 
c r i tic \vithout a co l lect i ve classif i c a t i on . At t he same 
t i me t hey each acknowledge themse l ves to be membe rs o f t heir 
re s p e ctive school s of cri t icism. 
The debate is no t con structed on t he bas i s of two 
teams, ne gat ive and affirmative, with t wo members for each 
side . I n stead there will be three positions prese nted by 
four critics. The essence of the debate is their scholarly 
struggle to bring to the poetic arts t he most responsible 
and valuab l e criti c a l a p p r o ach a nd t he ir sincere disagree-
me n t among t hemse l ves as to what the n a ture of poe try is 
a nd how the cri tic s hould deal with i t s subj ec t matte r. 
These scho lars ha v e pro vided que s tions which I had 
ne ve r pondered, and I do not pre tend to hav e fully understood 
the entire \vork of each of these men; it is too vast, too 
intr icat e , and too rich in lite rary and critical tradition. 
Howeve r, \\'ha t is important is the doo rs which they have 
opened , not only i n to particular p oems but into gene ral 
me thods of t hought. Hav ing b een warne d by them of the 
futi l i t y of p ursuing a ll directi o ns and of acce pting all 
proposa l s without constr uc ting one's o wn, I have debated 
t h e i r positions and have cho sen among them , hoping that my 
appraisals a r e fair a nd ob j ect i ve , .:md eve n tha t t hey may 
play some sma ll role in the l arge r adj udicati o n \1hi c h 
scholarshi p i n gene ral must ma ke abou t major t he ortic 
d isputes. 
3 
The c r i t i cs involved a r c Cl e anth Brooks , a New Crit i c ; 
Ph i l i p \'lhee l wri ght , a Hyth Cri t i c ; a nd R . S . Crane and 
Elder Olson, b o th Chicago Cri t ics . 
Brook.s is associate d with a g roup of the orists w}'lo 
first met during the 19 20' s at Vanderbilt University in 
Nashvill e and who are often referred to as th e Nashville 
School. l Generally speaking they tend to isolate poetry 
and to study it solely in terms of its structure , language , 
texture, tension , wit, etc., choo sing to disregard the 
poet and poetic intent, and historical, psychological or 
50ci01091 cal factors or Ii terary genres, consideri .,..~ all 
of these irrelevant to the study of the poem a s poe try . 
Unlike the Nashville group, the my th c ri tics are not 
associated , ... ith ant geographic area; they build their 
poetic theories on their knowledge of archetype and myth 
and t he ir belief in the relevance of myth not only to 
poetic c reation but also to appreciation. Philip t'lheelwright 
feels that the capabilfty for the creation of poetry as 
well a s its reception rests in the unconscious mind of 
the human race . This unifying and under lying element 
transcend s historical periods and scientific analysis, 
it lives in myth . Myth, hm ... ever, tends to be list in a 
poetically destitute Descartian \o.·orld · .... hich can o nly con-
ceive of ra ti o nality and the p resent. 
l'l'h e New Cri ticism deve l ope d primarily under the le a d e r-
shi p o f John Crm ... e Ransom at Nashvi lle in the publication 
The Fugitive . 
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S i nce t he Chic.J.go Cri t ics a rc such a c l o se group , e ach 
being a ssociate d "oith the Unive rsity o f Ch icago and e ach 
being repres en t ed by an essay in the i L collective publication 
Critics a nd Criticism : Ancient and Nodern, I have combined 
the efforts of two of their mos t pro lific scholars , R. S. 
Crane and Elder Olson. Crane presents most of their con-
cepts through attacking other critical proce dures , while 
Olson is valuable in seeking the more dispassionate but 
lucid frarne\york of their poetic theory. The pluralistic 
concept which they propose is representative of the entire 
Chicago group . Pluralism, as its name implies , re!llses to 
accep t anyone doctrine as the o ne true poetic theory. 
l-Jhat concerns these men is the method by \'lhich any doctrine 
is evolved and presented. 
I have not been concerned with what others have said 
about each of these critics, their theories, or their works. 
I have b een interested in only what Brooks, Wheelwright, 
Crane , and Olson have h ad to say about poetry and criticism. 
Their a ttack s upon one another --primarily Crane's denounce-
ment of Brooks -- have been included when those attacks con-
tained materia l \.,.hich further explained a critical method. 
Aristotle and Coleridge are o ccasiona lly cited since they 
directly affect these critics, \"ho have admittedly used 
par ts of t he ir estab lished philosophies to build upon. 
Since I have tried to capture the heart o f each man ' s poetic 
theory and present as accurate l y as possible each respected 
critical ~ethod, I have frequently quoted direct ly from the 
source materi ~t l. 
5 
I ho pe t ha t the materia l chosen for this paper reflects 
the asse t these gentlemen have been to modern critica l 
thought as well as t heir c once r n for p oe try ' s f u tur e in a 
soc i ety t o o h eed less o f man's sou l. The irs is a mission 
the s e rious ness of which, in my judgment, c o nce rns the 
sur v ival of a n adequate humanism in the modern world . 
CHAPTER II 
CLEANTH BROOKS: II FO~~LISTIC CRITIC 
Cleanth Brooks refers to himself as a formal istic 
critic wh ose primary concern is with the poem itself rather 
than with its author or with the era in which it was created. 
In 1951 Brooks establishes his credo as a formalist in the 
Kenyon Rev iew : 
Here are some articles o f faith I could 
subscribe to: 
That literary criticism is a description 
and an evaluation of its object. 
That the primary concern of criticism is 
..... ith the problem of unity - the kind of whole 
which the literary work forms or fails to form, 
and the relation of various parts to each other 
in building up this whole. 
That the formal relations in a work of 
literature may include , but certainly exceed, 
those of logic. 
That in a successful \'lork, fo rm and content 
cannot be separated. 
That fo r m is meaning. 
That literature is ultimately metaphorica l 
and symbolic. 
That the general and the universal are not 
seized upon by abstraction , but got at through 
the concrete and the particular. 
Tha t literature is not a surrogate for 
religion. 
That, as Al len Tate says , "specific moral 
p roblems" are the subject matter of literature, 
b ut that the purpose of literature is not to 
poi nt a moral. 
That the principles of criticism define the 
area relevan t to literary criticism; they do not 1 
constitute a method for carrying out the critici.m. 
1 Cleanth Urooks, "By Credo," Kenyon "Review , XIII 
(I·linte r . 1951). 72 . 
6 
From !>lo oern Poetry & the 'l' r aditio n (1 9 34 ) t h r ough Th e 
Ne ll liro u g ht. U~n ( 1 9 4 7) a nd hi s last maj o r wo r k The Hidden 
God (1963) I Br o oks has s tre sse d as strongly as pos s i b l e 
that th e b usiness o f the critic is t o c oncern himse l f ,.,.i th 
t he poe m and wi t h \'lh a t it says a s it say s it. In o rde r to 




el} he assumes that the relevant p a rt of the author's 
intention is what he got actually into his work; that 
is, he assumes that the author's intention as realized 
is the " intention" that counts, not necessarily what 
he \'las conscious of trying to do, or what he now 
re!':'Lembers he was trying to do. And (2) the formal-
istic critic assumes an ideal reader: that i5, 
instead of focusing on the varying spectrum of p os-
sib l e re adings, he attempts to find a central point 
of r efe rence fro m which he can focus upon the structure 
of the poem o r novel. 2 
Since the structure of the poem is o f such paramount 
importan ce to Bro oks , it is not surprising that he attacks 
so vehemently tho se critics with the audacity to paraphrase 
a poem. He justi f ie s hi s position on what he calls "the 
• 
heresy o f p a r aphrase" iln his most famous \,.,ork, The ~'ell 
\ir oug'ht tIrn: 
The poem corr®unicates so much and c ommunicates it so 
ri c;, ly a nd Hith s uch delicate qualifications that the 
thing co~~un icated is mauled and distorted if we attempt 
to c o n vey it b y any vehicle less subtle than that of 
t he poe m its e l f .... It is ... the sole linguisti c 
veh i cl e ,,'hich c o nvey s the th ings c ommunicated accur-
ate ly.3 
21 ,,, : d -=-=--. , p. 75 . 
3C leant: !"! Br ook s , The \'Je ll h' rought Ur n (New York: 
Harcour t , Brace ' World , Inc., 1947) , pp. 72-3. 
i>e 
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'I'he dange r in pa r aphra se , Brooks bel i eves , i s t he 
s e para t i o n o f form from conten t , which no t only di s torts 
but dest:roy s t he true meaning of the p oem. r·taintaining 
that th e primary prob l em of the critic i s the "question 
of form, of rhe t oric a l structure ,,,4 Brooks assumes that if 
content is divorced from the structure through parap hrase--
or any other me thod--the unity of the work (the s e cond item 
in his c:redo) 1s dissolved. 
Brooks conceives of structure in his own way and tries 
to clarify ,,,,hat this b~sic concept means in his theory: 
But though it is in terms of structure that we must 
describe poetry , the term "structure" is certainly 
not altogether satisfactory as a term. One means 
by it s omething f ar more internal than the metrical 
pattern, say, o r than the sequence of images. The 
structure me ant i s certainly not ,I form" in the con-
ventional sense in which '",e think of f o rm as a kind 
of envelope which ttcontains" the "content." The 
s truc ture o bv iously is eve rywhere conditioned by 
the nature of the material which goes into the poem. 
The nature of the material sets the problem to be 
solved, and the solution is the ordering of the 
ma terial. S 
Indeed , Brooks maintains that the structure is so 
integral to the poem "that the way that a think is said 
de t ermines what is said.,,6 He continues his explanation 
of t he term: 
The s tructure meant is a structure of meanings, 
evaluations, and inte rpretations; and the princi-
p l e o f unity which informs it s eems to be one of 
balancing a nd harmonizing connot ations , a ttitudes , 
4Ibid ., p . 222 . 
SIb ' . ~., p. 194. 
6Cle anth Brooks , "New Criticism: A Brief fo r t h e 
Defense ,'1 A.."Tlerican Schola;. , XIII (SumJTIer I J.944) , 29 5 . 
9 
and mean ings . But even here one needs to make 
i mportant quali f ications: the p ri nci ple is no t 
one • .... hich involves the arrangement of the various 
elements in homogeneous group ings , pairing like 
with like. It unites the like \dth the un like. 
It does not unite them, however, by the s imple 
pro cess of a llowing one connotation t o cancel out 
another nor does it reduce the contradictory a tti-
tudes to harmony by a process of subtraction. The 
unity is not a unity of the s ort to be achieved by 
the reduction and simplification appropriate to an 
algebraic formula. It is a positive unity , not a 
negative; it represents not a residue b ut an achieved 
harmony. 7 
This concept of the poet bringing together the like 
with the unlike within the structure of his poem leads 
Brooks to his belief that "the language of poetry is the 
language of paradox" which is "the language appropriate 
and inevitable to poetry. It is the scientist whose truth 
requires a language purged of every trace of paradox; appar-
ently the truth which the poet utters can be approached ~nly 
in terms of paradox. uS According to Brooks, the poet is 
dealing with truth or knowledge beyond the confines of 
science or logic, yet he must be as exact in his expression 
i 
as the scientist or logician, if not more so, since he is 
bringing the concrete out of the abstract because poetry is 
a precise l anguage creating through the juxtaposition of 
specific words a specific descriptive or emotional or in-
formative situation. For example in three o f Brook's 
favorite lines from h'ordsworth, 
7 Brook s , The \yell \'I'rought Urn, p. 195. 
8Ibid ., p. 3. 
I t i s a beauteou s evening , ca l m and f r ee 
The ho l y time is quiet as a ~un 
Bn .. ath less \.,.i th adoration , 
Broo k s feels that the poet has achieved through parado x 
l O 
far more dimensio n tha n could be ach i eved t hrough scie nti f ic 
language s tripped of ambi guity or conversational l anguage 
h eedless of p r e cision or parsi mony. He agrees with Eliot: 
T. S. Eliot has commented upon "that perpetual slight 
alte r ation of language, words perpetually juxtaposed 
in ne\" and sudden combinations," which occur in poetry. 
It i s perpetual; it cannot be kept out of the poem; 
it can only be directed and controlled. 9 
Brooks e l aborate s further upon Eliot's statement, 
illustrates it, and contrasts science and poetry: 
The tendency of science is necessarily to stabilize 
terms , to freeze them into strict d enotations; the 
poet ' s t encency i s by contrast disruptive. The terms 
are continually modifying each other , and thus vio-
latin g their dictionary meanings. To take a very 
simple example consider the adjectives in the first 
lines of Nordsworth 's evening sonnet: beauteous, 
calm, free, holy, quiet, breathless . The juxta-
positions are hardly startlingJ and yet notice this: 
the evening i s like a nun breathless with adoration. 
The adjective "breathless" suggests tremendous ex-
citeme nt; a nd ye t the evening is not only quiet but 
calm . There is no final contradiction, to be sure: 
it is t ha t kind of calm and that kind of excitement, 
a nd t he two states may wel l occur together. But the 
poet has no one term . Even if he had a polysyllabic 
te c h nical t e rm, the term would not provide the 
so l ution f or his prob lem. He must work by contra-
diction and qualification . IO 
Closely associated with paradox i s irony, which is 
itself , accord ing to Br ooks , too of t en p rima r i l y connected 
with satire o r the mctaphysi c a l s ; therefore , Brooks goes to 
9 Ibid ., p. 9 . 
10Ibid . 
g reat l e ngths t o p rove i ts ne cessi t y to al l great poetry 
since it is his bel i ef , a s has been i llus t ra ted, t hat the 
poet must work with the language of paradox, e ven in such 
non-satiric poems a s Al f red Lord Tennyson's "Tears Idle 
Tears,· whose very title is ironic to Brooks. Tears, he 
points out, cannot be idle, because if there is no overt 
cause then they must be coming from a deeper source . II 
11 
This fact Tennyson himself substantiates in the third line 
of his poem, as Brooks shows: "For the third line of the 
poem indicates that there is no doubt in the speaker's mind 
about the origin of the tears in some divine despaiT. They 
'rise in the heart'--for all that they have been first 
announced as 'idle.,,,12 Also in the third stanza where 
Tennyson "compares the strangeness and sadness of the PClst 
to the sadness of the birds' piping as it sounds to dying 
ears,,,ll Brooks praises the poet for "a rather brilliant 
ironic contrast involved in the comparison. n14 Brooks 
explains the irony: I 
The s peaker, a living man, in attempting to indicate 
how sad and str ange to him are the days of the past, 
says that they are as sad and strange as is the 
natural activity of the awakening world to the man 
who is dying: the dead past seems to the living 
man as unfa~iliar and fresh in its sadness as the 
11Ibid .• pp. 167-8. 
12Ibid .• p . 16B. 
13Ibid . , p. 1 72 . 
14 Ibid . 
1iYi ng present seems t o the dying man . There is 
more here , howe ve r , t h an a mere , i L"On i c t:eversal 
of r o l es ; i n each case t here is the sense of bei ng 
i rrevocably barre d o ut f r om t he knot.,.n world. I S 
Desp i te Brook I 5 care in The \V'c ll \'o'rought Urn to 
illustrate and explain his concep t of i r ony as well as 
12 
to li f t the limitations from the term, he tries to further 
defend his position a year later. He maintains that he had 
no intention of narrowing poetry to satire nor had he any 
intention of e xtending "wilfully and even whimsically,,16 
the meaning of a term. He admits taking "ironyl' from its 
usual con t ext and "specializing and broadening it, "I? but 
even R. S. Crane supports his right to do so as lc~~ as he 
is scru p u lous in his e ndeavor. Brooks refers his critics 
to Under s tanding Poetry , which he ,",' rote with a fellow New 
Cr itic Rooert Penn toJarren in 1938, and which he feels c on-
tains, completely , hi s definition and position conce rning 
irony in great poetry . 
I n Unde rstanding Poetry the fo llowing d efinition of 
irony is establishe d: 
An ironical statement indicates a meaning contrary 
to t he one it professes to give; an ironical event 
o r si t uation i s one in which there is a contrast 
between e xpecta tion and fulfillment or desert and 
re\ ... ard. In the irony of both statement a nd event 
there is an element of contrast. Either form of 
i r ony o r both, may appear in a poem . . .. But the 
irony of statement, and of tone a nd attitude, are 
l SIb i d. 
16 Clea nth Brook s I "Iro ny and ' Iron ic' Poetry ," College 
English , I X (Februa r y , 1948), 23 1. 
17Ibi d • 
13 
more i mpo rtant fo r poetry . 
of ironi cal e ffects is one 
problems of a poet. 18 
The s ucce s s f u l miln agemen t 
o f the most dif f icult 
The definiti o n is e xtended to point out directly , as Brooks 
does l aboriou s l y in The \'je ll '''rough t Urn I that "the t erm 
is not to be limited to an obvious and heavy sarcilsm.,,19 
In fact Brooks feels that irony intensi f ies serious-
ness, and in Hadern Poet ry & Th e Tradition (1939) he offers 
his criticism of the . critics who fail to acknowledge the 
extensive powers of irony: 
Orthodox criticism hardly allows a place in serious 
poetry for ironical imagery . Most important of all, 
by rigor ously segregating the approbative and satir-
ical attitudes it has obscured the fact that very 
many, and, indeed, nearly all mature attitudes 
represent some sort of mingling of the approba tive 
and the satirical. Frequently, the mor e complex 
attitudes are expressed, and necessarily expressed 
in varying degrees or irony: bitter L playful, whir. -
sical, tragic, self-inclusive, etc."l O 
Since Brooks spends much time in asserting the indis -
pensable val ue of irony to the creation of good poetry , his 
explication of Yeat's "~ll Souls ' Night" provides an illus-
tration of his me thod of criticism as well as an example of 
his views on and defense of irony as a serious and complex 
device not limited to satire: 
1.1 Cleanth Brooks and Robert Penn \'larren , Understanding 
Poetry (New York: Holt , Rinehart and Winston, 1960), 
p . 557. Brooks also defines iro ny in The '''ell lirough t 
Urn (p. 257) "as a d e vice for definition of attitude by 
qualifica tion •• 
1 91bid • 
20Clean th Brook s , r-lodern Poetry & The Tr adition (Ne w 
Yo rk: Oxford Unive r s i t y P ress , 1965), pp. 28-9 . 
1 4 
arcoks reflects o n the follm·:ing s tan z as from Yeats I s 
~All So u ls ' Nigh t ": 
Bo rto n' s the f irs t I call. He l o ve d s trange tho ught 
And kne w that s wee t extremity of pri J e 
That ' s called p l atonic love , 
And that to s uch a p i teh of passion \vrought 
Nothing CQuid bring him, \,'hen his lady died, 
Anodyne for his love. 
Words were but wasted breath; 
One dear hope h ad he: 
The inclemency 
Of that or the next winter would be death. 
'l'we thoughts were so mixed up I could not tell 
Nhether of her or God he thought the most. 
But think that his mind's eye, 
When upward turned, on one sole image fe ll; 
And that a slight companionable ghost 
"lild \<li t h divinity, 
Had so lit up the whole 
Immense miraculous house, 
The Bible promised us, 
It seemed a gold-fish swim.1ling in a bO\'1l. 21 
Brooks begins his con~entary : 
The final comp arison comes as a shock in this particular 
conte x t. It is hardly a decorative image. But most 
r eaders who feel the shock will also sense the right22 ness of the figure in the total context of the poem. 
Brooks explains what he means by rightness by referring 
directly to specific lines or phrases used by Yeats: 
It may be diffi c ult to give specific reasons for the 
rightness, but speculation on the matter may touch 
upon such observations as these: The poet has a deep 
respect for his friend and means to stress his friend's 
passionate belief. At the same time, he does not 
identify himself wi th the belief. Horton's platonic 
love is after all a "sweet extremity of pride," par-
taking of fantastic exaggeration , though magnificent 
in its exagge rat ion. The primary shock in the com-
pari s on rests in the c lash be tween " Immense miraculous 
house , / The Bible promised us " and the mat t e r-of- fac t 
21 Ibid ., p . 29. 
22 Ibi<l., p. 30. 
domesticity of the gold-fish bowl. But the c om-
par i son, shock and all, d oes justice to the v ar ious 
factors of t he si tuation. If it is \ .... himsical with 
a trace of irony, the whimsy grows l eg itimately 
out of what is, afte r a ll, only an accu rate des-
cription of the friend's belief. The poet is awa re 
of the element of magnificen c e in the belief , if at 
the same time aware of the fantastic element; and 
he has found means of letting the t\olO eleme nts work 
together in his picture of the crystal sphere of 
the heavens holding one golden and magnified image, 
"wild with divinity.,,23 
15 
Brooks justifies his method of criticism of the poem: 
If this attempt to indicate how the poet uses his 
figure to qualify, to make reservations, to notice 
by implication "the other side" of the matter, seems 
too crude--if we have distorted Yeats's irony into 
an attitude of satire which is not intended--the 
commentary has at least this virtue: It indic~tes 
by its literal crudity that figurative language 
is the indispensable tool of the poet. There are 
nuances of attitude that can be given in no other 
way than by the aid of the qualification which the 
metaphor or simile produces. 24 
Brooks extends his discussion to include Keats as Q 
representative of the Romantic poets who illustrates the 
power of metaphor and simile to carry the \'1ords of a poem 
beyond mere dictionary ldefinitions. 25 Brooks finds Keats , , 
using "qualifying irony" in his "transition from the 
seventh to the eighth stanzas of "The Ode to a Nightinq-
gale,,,:26 
The same that oft-times hath 
Charmed magic casements, opening on the foam 
Of perilous seas, in faery lands forlorn. 
24 r ;'id. 
25 
Brooks, The \vell Wrought Urn, p. 73. 
26 
Brooks, Mode rn Poetry & The Tradition, p. 31. 
Parlo r:1 ! the very word is like a bell 
To toll me b ack fr om thee t o my sole se l f . 
Brooks comments : 
In the fir s t i nstan ce , "forio r .. is be i ng us ed 
primarily in i ts archaic s e nse of "utte r ly l os t." 
The fae ry lands are those of a past \'lhich is 
remote and far away . But the meaning of "for l orn" 
definitely s h i fted as the poe t r epea t s the word. 
In its meaning, "pitiable i l eft desolate," 
"forlorn describes the poet's own state , and 
a pp lies, as he suddenl:' r ea lized in the poem , 
to h is m ... n case. The very a d ject ive which i s 
us e d to describe the world o f the imagination 
which the bird symbolized, ironically eno ugh 
can b e used to describe hi s own situation . 
The psychological effect is that of a man in 
a reveri e suddenly stumbling, and being wrenched 
out of the reverie. The real world makes its 
dema nds; no matter how beautiful the realm of 
the imagination, one cannot free himself fronl 
actuality and live in the imagination permanently. 
I ndeed, the general theme of the poem may be 
described as t hat of the following paradox: 
t he world of the i ma gination offe rs a release from 
the pai n fu l world of actuality, yet a t the same 
time it renders the world of actuality more pain f ul 
b y contrast. Keats' repetition of "forlorn" is 
thus a concentrated instance of the theme of the 
\.,rhole poem. Re cognition of the irony make s the 
poem not less, but more, serious. 27 
All of these speci f ic elements such as structure , 
irony, and paradox which Brooks discusses l ead to one of 
his general basic theo r i es of poe try: "Poetry gives us 
k nowledge. ,,28 It is upon this premise that Brooks and 
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l'larrcn base their book Understanding Poetry. Even though 
they a cknowl edge that there are o the r approaches to poetry, 
they explain why they have chosen this one: 
27Ibid . 
2 BSrooks a nd Wa r r en, Unders t anding Poetry, p . xi ii . 
-
I t (poetr y ] is a knowled ge o f ourselves i n relation 
to th e world of experi e nce I a nd to that vmr ld con-
sidered not stati s tically , but in t e rms of human 
purposes and values . Experience con s ide red in terms 
of human purpose and values i s drama ti.c- - dramati c 
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in t hat it is concrete, in that it involves a p r ocess , 
an d in t hat it embod ies t he human e ffor t to arrive- -
th rough c onflict--at meaning . 29 
As this passage c ontinues it explains Brooks ' s distress 
when doctrine is imposed upon poetry by either critic or 
poet, because even tho ugh poetrJ is a proper vehic le f o r 
knowledge, knowledge should not be confus e d with salvation: 
Because poetry involves this land of e xperiential 
knowledge, we miss the value of poetry if we 
think of its characteristic knowledge as consisting 
of "mess ages," statements, snippets of doctrine. 
The knowledge t hat poetry yields is available 
to us only if we submit ourselves to the massive, 
and s ubtle, i mpact of the poem as a whole. 30 
This position concerning the t hreat to poe try if it is 
re legated to "messages" is not necessarily a n ti-religious, 
Brooks b e lieves. He considers t h i s matter in The Sewanee 
Review in 1953: 
In the first place, though poetry has a very 
important role in t any culture, to ask that poetry 
save us is to impose a burden upon poetry that it 
cannot sustain. The danger is that we shall merely 
get a n ersatz religion and an ersatz poetry. In 
the second place, I think it no a ccident that so 
many of the forma list critics either hold, or are 
s ympa thetic to, an orthodox Christian faith. In 
the third place, I think it significant that those 
critics who hold such a pos ition have been precisely 
those criti cs who have b een anxious to distinguish 
be t ween aes thet ic judgment a nd ethical judgment , 
a nd who have tried 'to f ind a r ole for poet r y which 
would make it more than a h a ndmaiden fo r r e ligion 
or a substi tute f or religion . 
29 I bid . 
30Ibid . 
18 
It is precisely because I .:tgree tl'li3t "all o ur p rob l e ms , 
( r om lite r ature to p o li t ics , are u ltima t ely r e l i gio us" 
t hat I thi n k that \"e should d i s t ing uis h Ii t eruture 
f r om re l igion : o the n .. i s e " the intelle ctual l ion 
a nd the clerical l amb"--or is it the c lerical lion 
and t he intellectual l a mb? --.... ·ill li e d o wn , not 
tog ether, but perh aps 'vi th o ne inside t he othe r. 3 1 
This spe cial k no\-Jledge of which Brooks and Warren 
speak, if it need not be religious, is typically dramatic. 
Brooks states throughout his writings that poetry is drama. 
32 There is a speaker , either the poet himself or a narrator, 
and this drama which is created belongs to form, as he and 
Warren explain: 
~'le have access to this speCial kind of knowledqe 
only by partiCipating in the drama of the poem, 
apprehending the form of the poem. Nhat in this 
context do we mean by form? To create a form 
is to find a way to contemplate , and perhaps to 
comprehend, our human urgencies. Form is the 
recognition of fate made joyful, because made 
comprehensible . 33 
Brooks and \varren fee 1 that when thinking of form 
which is not an abstraction there are three things which 
must be kept in mind: 
1. Poems are written by human beings and the 
form of a poem is an individual's attempt to deal 
with a specific problem, poetic and personal . 
31 Cleanth Brooks, "Note on the Limits of His tory 
and the Limits of Criticism," Sewanee Review , LX! (January, 
1953), p. 135. 
32This does not imply that the poet and the poem are 
one and the same. I f this fusion \.;ere made, it \'1ou ld con-
tradi ct Brooks's strong belief that they are to be dis-
sociated in critical e valuation just as the experience of 
the po em does not rely upon the reader's knowledge of the 
personal e xperie nce of the poet. 
33 Brooks and \"a r ren , Unders tanding Poetry , pp . xiii-
xiv . 
2 . Poems c ome ou t of ,J. histor i cal moment , 
and sinc e t hey a r e \oJ r i tten in l angu uge , the form 
is t i ed to a who l e cultural con t e xt. 
3. Poe ms are r e ad b y h uman beings , \o,h ieh 
me ans t ha t t he r e ader, unlike the r o bot, mu s t 
b e able t o r ecognize the d r ama ti c impl i c a ti ons 
of t he f o r m. 34 
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Brooks pursues the matter further in Th e Well Wrought 
Urn nine years later, when he feels that it i s by its drama 
that a poem may be adjudicated: 
One could say that a poem does not state ideas but 
rather tests ideas. Or, to put the matter in other 
terms, a poem does not deal primarily with ideas 
and events but rather with the way in which a human 
being may corne to terms with ideas and events. All 
poems, the refore, including the most objective poems, 
turn out on careful inspection to be poems r~ally 
"about" man himself. A poem, then, to sum up, is to 
be jud ged , not by the truth or falsity as such , of 
the idea which it incorporates, but rather by its 
characte r as drama by its c o herence, s3gsitivity , 
d e pth, richness , and tough-mindedne ss. 
Brooks 's latest major work, The Hidden God, is not 
only a culmination of all he has said before on his poetic 
theory but an extension of his own deep personal beliefs 
about Christian v alues ! in poetry . His spiritual concepts 
of poetry have been primarily reserved for this section of 
the chapte r in order to be integrated with a discussion of 
his las t vlOrk as it extends or deepens his poetic theory. 
The Hid den God i s obviously the wo rk of a more mature and 
les s belligerent man, and pe rhaps it is the most coge nt 
b ecause it s eems to b e the most vita l to its a u t ho r. He 
wri tes The Hidden Go d \\' i th d e s pair and fai t h : despair ( o r 
3 4Ibid ., p. xiv . 
35 Br ooks , The t\' e l l l-l rought Urn , p. 250. 
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p ublic demands ; ::aith i n th e Chri s t i an va lues evidenced by 
the s incere I responsible ar t is t. Brooks f ee l s , hm.,.ever , 
that the re is much reason for optimism and conce r n for t he: 
state of modern poe try from the Christian viewpoint. The 
poet, according to Brooks, leads h is intuition and imagin-
ation to his observations, thereby setting forth a " vis ion 
of life ... which he has had the faith to explore and to 
test by attempting to objectify it for us.,,36 This quest 
of the true artist Brooks juxtaposes to the "assembly line" 
entertainment of the modern age which directs itself irre-
sponsibly to the emotions of the audience alone, asking 
nothi ng but transitory appreciation and monetary gain. 
Brook s says that "the tremendous chasm that exists 
between our best literature and our popular literature is 
itself one of the most significant phenomena of our pre~2nt 
cultural situation,,,3? and he feels that, although there 
have always been these chasms, they pale beside the con-
temporary dic'.'lO tomy. Nodern society I s confusion in asso-
cia ting a \'H lliam Faulkner with a Tennessee \'Jilliams and 
a Frank Yerby with a Robert Penn Warren because of their 
similarities in geographical, historical, violent, and 
sexual topics distresses Brooks. Failure to discriminate 
warns of a cri tica l breakdown. 
In reference to the c o ntempo rary demand for a message 
in a rt, he says: 
36C leanth Brooks, The Bidden God (New Haven: Yale 
Uni ve r si ty Press , 1963). p. 2. 
37 rbid .• p. 3. 
Vie tend to confuse poetics \-lith poetica l rhetoric ; 
\\'e talk of literatu r e as if it ... ,ere a pure ',;ork 
of the wil l, no t an effect of the imagination; and 
in our modern my thology the muse becomes not a \0,1111-
ful and capricious goddess who bestows her favors 
unpredictably and as an act of grace but t h e neat 
and effi cient rewrite girl in a high-po\o,1ered adver-
tis ing office . 38 
The public and its administrators , he thinks, demand 
a utilitarian li terature while they c e nsor the Faulkners 
for writing negatively o r decadently, but Brooks defends 
the true artist with his personal belief that "the only 
really negative literature .•• is bad or defective liter-
ature" and that "any true work of the imagination" is 
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"already affirmative in the only sense in \o,1h ich ..... e can ask 
it to be ... 39 
These didactic attitudes of the modern reading public 
affect Chri!:: tian literature since, as Brooks points out· , 
If we read such Christian writers as T. S. Eliot 
or tv. H. Auden merely for the sake of overt preach-
ments that their works may be felt to make, we shall 
probably miss their significance as Christian artists. 
For if we cannot apprehend their art, we have lost 
the element that make s their work significant to uSi 
they might as well be journalists or pamphleteers. 4u 
Alth o ugh Broo k s discusses Hemingway and Faulkner as 
examp l es of the professed atheist or agnostic being of great 
value to the Christian through the integrity o f "lork, hi. 
discussions of the poets Yeats and Eliot are closer to the 
purpo se of t h i s study . He subtit l es his chapter o n Yeats 
3 8Ibid ., p . 4. 
3 9 I bid . 
4 0 Ibi c! ., p . 5. 
"'" 
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" SeCl r ch !'o r a New Hy th . " Brooks says of the poet that 
" h i s ma tu l "e wo rk i s as t ough as a whipco r d und his pro t e st 
ag a inst t he modern tendencies that des troy man ' s personality 
and emascu late his sou l a re realisti c and pointed and 
knowi ng.,, 41 S i nce his ear lier \-Jarks , Brooks has be c o me 
extremely troubl e d about not just criti c ism and hi s defense 
of the poetic t heory of the l:e \v Critics b ut a lso about the 
denial of the spiritual need s of man and the loss of what 
his torians s o of ten c a ll a sense of history, which i s not 
solely knowledge but a sense of the reality of the human 
situation beth'een the past and present . Consequent ]y he 
i s sympathetic with Yeat s , who f e e ls t hat he has b e en 
c heated out of h is religion by " Hux ley and Tyndall ," and 
t hen d e cides t o formu late a ne\.,. religion, a l most an infal-
lible 
church of poetic tradition, of a fardel of stories, 
and of personages , and of emotions , inseparable from 
their f irst expression, passed on from gene r ation to 
generati on by poets and painters wi th some help from 
philo sophers and theologians. 42 
In this more mature work, Brooks appears even more 
concerned about science and its destructive forces as we ll 
as the destructive power of bad literature. The forme r can 
l ead man into the one dimensional plane of believing only 
what can be p roven s c ienti f ica lly, and the latter deludes 
man ; therefore , as it leads h i m a w.:ly f r om real i t y , it l e ads 
him away f r om the contemp lation of his immortal soul . Poe ts 
4 l rbid . , p. 5. 
42 Ibi d ., p . 46 . 
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of the i ntegrity a nd stature of Yeats try to re - establi sh 
the re a li ty of t he s pi r itual life of man ; the re fo r e ""hen 
Yeats advises a g roup of young Dublin poets to fou nd them-
se lves "on the doctrine of the immorta lity of the soul, 
most bishops and all bad writers be i ng obvious l y atheists," 
he expresses for Brooks part of his the ory of the respon-
sibility of the poet. Brooks adds this about the bishops 
and bad wri ters: 
They deny the mystery always to be found in the hUman 
being. They miss the drama of the human soul . This 
Yeats never does , and if to avoid doing so is to 
aVb id atheism , then Yeats admi r ably succeeded in 
avoiding it to the end of his life . I remind you 
of Tillichts description of the characteristic stance 
of the artist in our day as one of reaction against 
those forces in modern culture that would turn man 
into a mere thing.43 
\'1i th his deep concern about the serious corruption 
of the l anguage, Brooks, along with Yeats, pronounces an 
indictment against "a subversion which has gone along with 
the scientific neutralization."44 
Yeats in his prot+st even against Christianity provides 
Brooks with examples of the spirituality so vital to poetry. 
In c OI;unen ting on how the poet I 5 later work touches the very 
core of being, Brooks says of Yeats : 
Indeed, in his later work there is rarely a simple 
rejection of any thesis; there is rather a ki nd of 
poetic dialectic in which the antithesis is play~4 
hard over against the thesis in order to develop • 
dramati c comment in which t he opposites shall both 
r e main alive a nd valid in a h igher synthesis. 4S 
4 3 Ibid . , p. 49 
4 4Ib id .• p. 50. 
45 Ib i d . , p. 51. 
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And Br ooks f eels th a t Hith "Ri bh Consiuers Ch ri s t i an 
Love I nsuff icie nt" Yea ts has moved into the Chris t ian con-
scie nce more dee ply than lesser Chri stian poems which play 
upo n the sentimentaL 
It is interest i ng that as Brooks di s cusses the spirit-
uality of poetry , he moves away from such cons tant refer-
ences to the critical works of Nordsworth , Coleridge, 
Johnson, and Edmund \'1 i 150n , and leans more on Nietzsche, 
who affirms for Brooks his position on paradox as well as 
the depth reached by the good poe t. Brooks says: 
Nietzsche argued that in beauty "contrasts are 
overcome , the highest sign of power thus mani fe st-
ing itself in the conquest of opposites." The 
artist, Nietzsche declared, creates out of joy a nd 
strength--not out of weakness- -and the mos t con-
Vi ncing arti sts aI:e precise ly those "who ma ke harmony 
ri ng out of every discord . " The great artist i s 
tested, Nietzsche felt , by the "extent to which he 
can a cknowledge the terrible a nd questionable char-
acter of t hings ," and still affirm the goodness of 
life. 46 
Br ooks, however , seems to devi ate somewhat from his 
hard line of never integrating b iog r a phical material into 
poet ic criticism when , in referen c e to Yeats ' s being as 
Christian as Virgin ia Hoare tries to prove him to be in 
her book The Unicorn, he says: 
Nhat we can say \>1i th confidence is that Yeats found 
hi s i magination gripped by the great Christiun symbols, 
that he found his mind constantly engaged by the his-
torica l and doctrinal problems of Christianity, and 
that th r ough a lifetime he struggled against the thin 
and v dpid overs i mp lifications of p s eudo sci e nce and 
popu l ar sc i cntis m. Nost important of a ll for our 
pu rposes, he s ought to dramatize th e perennial human 
problems as liv ing , i maginative r e alities . He posed 
46 I b id .! p . 52. 
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the great questi ons, and it is t hes e pos ings , these 
dramatizations that are import a nt for U5 --not Yeats ' s 
attempted solutions of these prob lems. 47 
Brooks here refers directly to th poet rather than 
s trictly to the cont ents of a poem. Yet he adds that "One 
can refute the phi losopher, but one cannot refute the truly 
well-made work of art. Yeats's own best poems are n0t 
subject to refutatio n. They embody truth even as the saint 
embodies truth" i 48 therefore Brooks does not divorce him-
self from his original stance, but he has added a mor e human 
e l ement as he explores the artist himself in his own spir-
itual s truggle. Brooks apparently becomes more con~erned 
with the spiritual state of man and the inner life of the 
artist.. 
This concern is not surprising when a panoramic loo k 
is taken at the writers Brooks has favored. They have 
primarily included Donne, Milton, Wordsworth , Yeats , and 
Eliot, all of whom concern themse lves with the soul of man. 
} 
Brooks gives high praise to Yeats for "Under Ben Bulben- : 
I have no hesitation in saying what I believe we 
should think of it . It is mature poetry. It i s 
brilliant and subtle poetry. l-luch of it is great. 
poetry. It asserts the dignity and power of the 
human spiri t against the spiritual and intellectual 
corruption of our time. That is much to claim for 
it; that is a ll that I think necessary to claim fo r 
it. 49 
47Ibid . , p. GO. 
48 Ibid .• p . Gl. 
49 Ibid . , p. 67 . 
El iot ' s poetry , from t he ve r y beg inning i s conceive d 
in t e r ms of the fo llowing p r oblem : how i s reveale d 
truth t o be mediated to t he gentiles ? How is that 
which i s by de f initio n ine f f able to be trans lated 
in to \\'ords I no direct tra nsmiss ' o n of the vi s ion 
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being possib l e . This prob l em engaged hi s attention 
simp ly as poet , l ong before he e ver b e came a Christian 
poet. For the prob lem is t hat o f the necessary 
indirection of poetry.50 
Possibly Eliot's concept of the objective correlative, 
which partially coincides with Brooks theory of the poet 
and his audience, developed from this problem. Brooks 
; 
says of the emotional response of the audience: 
The genuine poet is of course always concerned with 
a specific and concrete and indiv idual experience ; 
the undifferentiated generalization, the cliche, 
the s tereotype--these are symptoms of his failure--
of the kind of falsification that pertains peculiarly 
to art. The poet must be indirect, and as a conse-
quence he always has to say to his audience: he 
that h a th ears to hear, l e t him hear. Even if he 
yearns for the largest audience possible--and what 
writer does not?--he still cannot supply the ears 
for his audience. He can do no more than to try 
by various devices - -intimation , dramatic shock, 
change of tone, ironic confrontation, and al l the 
other rhetorical and poetic devices--to wheedle 
or bludgeon his audience into attending to what 
he has to say . ... 5l 
Now the problem facing the modern Christian poet, 
accor ding to Brooks . is to find new symbols and revitalize 
old symbo ls in order to achieve the necessary dynamicisrn 
to make artistic i ndirection meaningful for expressing 
the Christian experience. For example . Brooks discusses 
ho, ... Eliot in the Cock t a i 1 Party and in Family Reunion 
is for c e d to avoid traditional Christian terms and symbols 
SOIbid. , p . 7l. 
SlIbid., pp. 71-2 . 
because t he modern aud ience \·;i t h their l oss of my th a nd 
spiritual r ea l ity simply c a nnot c omp reh e nd Hha t t he poe t 
me ans when he speaks of--o r dea l s with --a s t a t e of g r a ce 
or fal ling f r om g race --or, a s Elio t says , " a se nse o f 
sin. I,52 
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It is strange that Brooks does not exp lo r e the poetry 
of Nallace Stevens more than he does since both Stevens and 
Eliot are so cognizant of the need for new v itality and new 
symbols in poetry; however, when he finally does mention 
Stevens ' in "A Concluding Note ," the final section in The 
Hidden God, he does praise him as a poet who by celebrating 
changing nature directs the reader toward "changeless 
inunortali ty": 
Even pure r instance s of such ce lebration would be 
found in the poetry of Dy lan Thomas or in that of 
.olallace Stevens , ''Iho descants tireless ly and often 
very beautifully on the endlessly shifting world 
a r ound us, which is an incitement to man's imagin-
a tion, which provides the imagination with the 
pigments by which, and the canvas upon which, it 
paints its vision, and yet which constitutes the 
ve ry ground in \'Ihich man and his imagination are 
r ooted . 51 1 
Bu t to reach most effectively the imagination of the 
insensitive audie nce, Brooks advocates violence--shock treat-
ment-- t-lh ich he refers to as "poetic strategy" of the type 
used by Ye ats in "The Second Coming" where the "rough 
beast ... / Slouches towar d Bethlehem," and by Eliot, whos e 
Thomas in Hu r ue r in t he Cathe dral, while addressing himself 
5 2 I bid ., p. 74. 
53 I b id ., p. 130. 
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dirt!ctly to the modern audience , cells them that they "must 
all be ;Junished . " 
Brooks also defends t he necessi t y fo r t he dif ficulty 
enco untered in r eading poe t s of the caliber of Yea t s I Eliot , 
and Stevens : 
The truth of the matter is that it [the difficulty ] 
CQuid not be avoided , that is, if the poet iv-ere to 
be true to his vision a nd true to the circumstances 
under which that vision was vouchsafed. For the 
very point about the modern , ... a rid is that the old 
l andmarks are gone--that we cannot afford to trust 
to stereotypes- -that one and the same object changes 
meaning in being moved from one spiritual context 
to another. Our own society whi ch tends to assign 
fixed meanings and to adhere to them mechanically--
o ur society which dreads mystery and is fearful 
of para doxes --our ot ... n society in particular [lJ.C: 
to be taught t o l ook beneath s ur face appearances 
and to r egard things from shifting points if it 
is to see anything to t he purpose at all . 54 
Ironically the poet can only reach t h is a udie nce , according 
to Brooks , through analogies , because he mus t not " bypa"-. s 
man 's morta l i magination," since "Man cannot transcend the 
li fe of the senses by his O\ ... n powe r ... 55 Brooks seems to 
recognize the genuine poe t by his wi llingness and ability 
to assume this awesome burden of helping man to transcend 
his s e nse s through his senses. Brooks supports his belief 
by quot i ng from Allen Tate ' s The Forlorn Demon, where , in 
comparing Poe to Dante, Tate ~..rrite8 : 
The huma n intellect cannot reach God as 
o nly God as analogy. Analogy t o toJhat? 
a nalogy to the natura l world; f o r the re 
5 4Ibi d . , pp . 81 - 2. 




i n the i n t e lle ct that has no t p r evious l y reache d 
i t thro ugh the senses .... Poe ' s cen t er is t ila t 
place--to use Dan te ' s grea t ( i gure-- "whc:!'e th e 
sun i s silent." Si nce he re f us e s t o sec n il ture , 
he i s doomed t o £e e noth ing . He has o ve rleape d 
and cheated the condit i on of man. 'rh e re ach o f 
our ima ginati ve enlargemen t is perhaps no l onge r 
t han the l adder of an alogy, at the top of .... 'hich 
29 
we may see all, if 'oJe still wi sh to see any thi ng , 
that we have brought up 'o,1i th us from th e bo ttom , 
where lies t he sensible world . If we take nothing 
with us to the top but our emptied, angelic intellects, 
we shall see nothing when we get there. 56 
Brooks feels very s trongly that the poet must use the real 
world to r each the d ivine, that he must never lose sight 
of the physical limi tations of man, and that God made this 
world not to hide himself from man b ut to pro v ide a key 
with whi c h man may open his soul t o Him. Brooks c oncludes 
hi s chapter with the final chorus in Nurder in the Cathedral, 
in which Eliot warns us that "all of us , even the professing 
Chris tians, are gentiles. Ne cannot see directly and face 
to face."S7 It is, therefore, the duty of the poet through 
his poetry to lead the gentiles by the use of this wor ld's 
l 
subs tance to what is beyond it. 
Brooks, howeve r, does not feel that "dedication to 
hi s art , would ... necessari l y bring the arti st to Chr i s-
tianity," but it "may wel l protect the arti st ::rom some of 
the deceptio ns endemic to o ur time . lisa 
S6Ibid . , p . 9~ • 
5 7 Ibid . • p. 9 7 
S8 rbid . , p. 99 . 
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Yet Brook s is q u i ck to remind t he public of its e q ual 
r e sponsibility . Si n ce the modern d ile mma of ma n draws h i m 
i nto the \·}eb of the temporal vmrl d where the ...  lo r ds of 0 0 \'" 
J one s s urp l a n t the p r o phe ts , he i s l osing h i s a b i l i ty to 
hea r t r u t h , the r efo re hi s abi lity to r e ad t he poets . Br o o k s 
f i nds man l osing h is b e lie f, o r conception, o f myth, demand-
lng formulas and test tube proof. Brooks ''larns: 
The truth of a poem does no t reside in a formula. 
It cannot be got at by mere logic. Poetry itself 
is incommensurable with charts and timetables. It 
is a piece of--perhaps I should sayan "imitation" 
of- - our fluid and multiform world ..•. Perhaps if 
we CQuid read poetry we might understand our plight 
better: not merely because we CQuld hear what our 
poets h a ve to tell us about our world but because 
the ve ry f act that we could read the poems wou ld 
itsel f testi f y to an enlargement o f our powers of 
a pprehensio n--would testify to a transcendence of 
a world abstracted t o formula a n d chart . A growing 
mobility t o read poetry may conversely point to a 
narro~·'ing of apprehension, to a hardening of the 
intellectual arteries which will leave us blind 
to a ll b ut tha t world of inflexible ~§ocesses and 
a r i d f ormulas '''hich may be our doom. 
Brooks still maintains his optimism that the poets do 
have the po;·' er t o give ma n th e vi s ion to see himself as he 
is a nd to a\.,.aken his i magination, without ""hich Brooks says 
th . . . d 60 e s p 1r1t 1S e ad. 
As a critic Brooks believes in the unity and drama of 
a p oem whos e" lan guage is paradox and whose content can be 
pla ced in no other form without distortion to what the poem 
i s a nd wh at it s ays . He believes that i rony is indi s pensable 
59 I bid ., p . 99 . 
GO I bicl . , p . 108. 
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to a ll great poe try . lie be l i e ves t ha t a l l t hings a r e 
religious but tha t poe try , which i mp a r ts its o''''n s pecial 
knowledge, should be distingu i shed f r om religion. lI is 
purpose is t o describe and evaluate, and his hope is fo r 
a n a\iakened public turning once aga in to t h e great poets. 
Most of the key items in the credo of Brooks are open 
to challenge, and, b o th directly and indirectly, challenges 
are delivered by Wheelwright and by the Chicago Critics. 
Wheelwright would probably launch his hypothetical debate 
with Brooks by questioning the pure autonomy of the poem , 
the idea of the isolated esthetic state that poems n anifest. 
If, as tfuee lwright assume s , archetypal c o ntents in the 
reader are activated by the poem, then a large portion of 
the poem ' s value is in t h e psychological bridge with the 
reader, which would constitute a major qualification of 
any theory of poetic autonomy. The Chicago Critics have 
a greater respect for paraphrase than Brooks, and their 
" challenge at this point will be seen as valid. Also, they 
cast serious doubt upon the single-mindedness with which 
Brooks asserts the doctrine of irony as the essentia l 
center of all major poems. Furthe r more, it may be that 
Brooks's la~er in terest in religious content implies some 
measure of departure f r om his earlier heavily esthetic 
center of interes t . 
CHAPTER I I I 
PHILIP h'llEELvIRIGHT: A HYTH CRI T IC 
Philip t'lheelHright shares Cle anth Brooks's despair 
over modern man's separation from poetry , which man now 
considers pretty pieces of fri volity rather than an inte-
gral part of his life. Taking a position similar to 
Brooks's analogy of the "efficient rewite girl," 'Nhee l-
wright sees modern poetry as having "no truth value that 
is distinc tive to it as poetr y . The poet is not in any 
sens e a seer or prophe ti he is simply , in the jargon of 
advertising, an effective layout man. "I Since the time 
of Descartes , according to i'lheelwright, western man has 
cease d to be able to conceive of the spiritual or of any-
thi ng which transcends scienti f ic or visual proof; there-
for e , as bo th critics have pointed o ut, s ince poetry is 
not wri tte n by f ormula but is dependent upon the imagination 
of t he poet and the reader, it l oses its potency \",hen i t is 
expecte d to deliver a message in steno-Ianguage or language 
s tripped of ambiguity or elasticity . \-lheeh",right does, 
however, s ee a pos5ible s olution to man's present sterility 
of imagination: "'l'he thing requi r e d of us, I believe, if 
\ 'le are t o e scape the b lind a lley of empirica l positiv ism, 
l phi lip \olheelwrigh t, "Poetry . Myth. a nd.Rca l i t y ," in 
The r.a ngua ge 0 Poe try , ed . by Al l en Tate (New Yorlt : 
Russell & Ru~se ll , 196 0), pp . 8-9. 
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is a p r oper understand ing of my th and of myth ical con-
scious ne ss . ,,2 He e>:plains h o,"" socie ty h a s r e l e gated my th 
to the gnere of the fa iry s tory o r the , .... lle g o ry, "a kind 
of fiction that should be renounced as completely as 
possib l e by the serious truth seeker ,, 3 since my th is a 
medium through which man embraces a higher r eality, an 
ambition shared by neither fairy tale no r allegory. 
Whee lwright defends myth thus: 
What I want to stress is that this secular posi-
tivistic attitude toward myth appears to me quite 
inadequate to explain the facts--I mean, of course, 
the salient, the really interesting aspect of the 
facts. It ignores or deprecates t hat haunting 
awareness of transcendental forces peering through 
the cracks of the visible universe, that is the 
very essence of myth. It blandly overlooks the 
possibility, which to Aeschylus, Dante, Shakespeare, 
and many others ,.,oas an axio m of assured fa ith, that 
my th may have a nonexchangeable semantic function 
of its o\.,.n--that myth may express v isions of truth 
to which the procedures of the scientist are grossly 
irrelevant; that the myth ical consciousness, in 
short ... may be a dimension of experience cutting 
across the empirical dimension as an independent 
variable. 4 
Hheelwright sees mirth as a heritage from man 's • 
traditional past, his link not only with t he spiritual or 
aesthetic but with other men, since "myths are the expres-
sion of a community mind which has enjoyed long natural 
growth, so that the sense of toge therness becomes pat-
t e rned and semantically significant. nS If man tries to 
2 Ibid . • p. 10. 
3Jbid . 
4 I b i d .• p. II. 
SIbid. , p. 12 . 
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substi t u t e o rganizations such as labo r unions o r e ve n 
Rocia l clubs , he is deluding h i mse l f , for he has on ly 
become a par t of what ~';hee lwright calls a mass \I,'hich 
"cannot create myths for it has no real histo ry," a nd 
this critic warns that ""hen man ~ ... i thd ra,..,s fr om "myth-
consciousness, the dissocia ted consciousness becomes in 
time unoriented and sterile, fi l for neither great poetry 
nor g reat ,o/isdom nor great deeds. ,,6 
Wheehlright feels that it is through the rhythm of 
the spoken language that man achieves and passes on the 
communi t y mind. Primi ti ve speech, explains 1>1heelwright, 
possesses a naturally evocative quality: it is 
fel t as having a tendency to endow the '-'JOrld wi th 
the qualities whi ch it declares to be there. The 
meta?horical character of primitive language, on 
the other h a~d , consists in its tendency to be 
rather manifoldly allusive: it can be 50, because 
of the varied associations \d th which communication 
Hithin a closed socie ty has gradually become charged ; 
and it has a semantic necessity of being 50 , because 
on ly in language having multiple reference can the 
full ~anifo1d, and paradoxical character of the 
primo r dial Hys t ery find fit expression. O""ing t o 
such r eferential plenitude the language of primi-
tives tends to employ paradox freely : it makes 
use of statements contradicting each other and of 
sta tements con tradicting an experientially accepted 
situation; for the Mystery which i t tries to expres s 
cannot be narrm-.'ed down to logical categories. 7 
Pr imitive men un ited through ritual, which "connote. 
a way of aoing ," as a com.rnunity to reach the deities or to 
follow the dead beyo nd the world of mortul man. S A typical 
6 Ibid .• p . 13. 
7 Ibid . • p. 1S . 
Sphilip ~'Jheelwright , "Notes on r·tythopoeia , "The 
Se ..... anee Revi c H, LIX (Oc tober , 1 951 ), 576 . 
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example u sed frequently by I'lheelv.'right is the Fij i a ns, 
who c hanted the progress of the dead throug h thei r stages 
of b reak ing associatio n s wi th this life and p r epari ng f o r 
the new' one. Th is ri tualistic c hanting I t e l ling the s tory 
of the journey of the dead, offe r ed t he pri mi tives no t 
only cOllUTlunion \.,.ith one another b ut also wi th the spiritua l 
world, giving both a reality. \'lheeh.:right feels that 
poetic language is the mediatori it brings forth the image 
and the idea and gives them a comprehensive concreteness. 
He agrees with Shelley, who believed that "in the infancy 
of society every author is a poet, be~ause language itself 
is poetry." 9 
Whee lwright believes that t he greatest poets, those 
who have been able to communicate t heir wisdom and magic , 
which he defines as an "operation through a direct emot ional 
congruence established between the operator and his object,,,lO 
have employ€d myth. The extent to which the artist incor-
porates my th effective~y or the me thod by which he employs 
I 
it, Whee lwright feels, 'is determined by the attitude of 
the age toward myth. He pities the modern poet born into 
"the late afternoon of a culture" which has lost the rhythm 
of the time myth ("the working out of patterned destiny") 
employed, for instance, by the Greeks." His discussion of 
9Nhee lwright, "Poe try. My th .and.Reality," p . 13. 
lOIbid., pp. 26-7. 
ll Ibid. , pp . 22 -7 . 
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t !1e decline o f the c u]turc is very r eJ"'"d n i s cent of YCCltS ' S 
c onception of t he 2000 yea r c y cle , no t in the designated 
t i me span , but in man ' s moving a\Y'ay from h is roots llnd 
deteri o rating as he loses sight of his traditional beliefs . 
Both believe tha t myth can furnish man with a form of sal-
vation, a medi~~ th rough wh ich to regai n contact with his 
traditiona l roots. 
Hyth , ho· .. ,ever , must re ly upon l anguage , especial ly 
poe tic language , \'lh ich Nhee lwright explains I is not 
limited to the confines of logical language, but neither 
is it c omp l ete ly divorced from it . The basic difference 
is this: 
whereas s trictly l ogical language i s content to 
des i gnate t he gener a l c ha racteristics of an obj e ct- -
those \ .. h i ch 91 va it me1!'b e r ship in a class concept--
e>~pressive language--wh ich , \· .. hen cont r o lled by 
deliberate art, may be called poetic language--
draws the hearer's a ttention to ~ .. hat is most 
concrete , particular, and distinctive about some 
actual or proposed experience taken in its whole-
ness . l2 
The poetic language , therefore , must rema in fluid as it 
fluctuates f rom o ne experience to another, governe d by 
t he conte:(ti but logical l anguage, once a word is defined, 
must remain stati c . Whee l wright says t hat "one a im of 
expressive language is to do fullest possible justice to 
the ever-changing charact e r of experience as actually 
lived and con cretely imagined" sinc e it must ref l ect 
"the fluctuations of l i fe.itself."l3 
l2philip ~·lheelv.'righ t, The t·lay of Ph ilosophy (New 'iork : 
The Odyssey Press , 1960) , p . 369 . 
13rb id . , p . 370. 
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\oih e ehvl.'ight i s ve r y close t o Br ooks ' th eo r y of the 
indirect i o n of poe t ic l a nguage \Vhen the my t h c r itic para -
p h r ases the Tao Teb Ch i ng : "The Ta o th a t c an be spoken 
i s no t the real Ta o ." The poin t he \l1i she s to make is that 
par t of t h e poe t ' s problem i s h i s be i ng "constrai ned to let 
some e lemen t o f l a nguage do p r oxy for ""That he i s trying to 
reach out t o a nd k now. ,,14 t'~hee lwri ght make s t wo divisio ns 
in language: f luid languag e a nd s t e no -la ngu age. The former 
is the living language of t he poet ; the l a tter has lost its 
ambigui t y o r elasticity. In The Burning Fountain he uses 
steno-language as a synonym f or literal language, which he 
c~lls "the language o f s c ien ce , and i n genera l o f pre cise 
l ogi cal denotat i on . ,,15 Ho\ ... e ve r , as ilheel\-lright e xplains, 
t he poet require s 
lang uage that can adequately, or almost adequately 
s peak forth the livi ng t r uth s o f human e xpe ri e nce •. • 
and s ince those truths are always some, ... hat dark, 
kale i dos copic and elusive, an appropriate language 
will to some extent, and with chosen c ontrols, reflect 
thos e qualities. Na llace Stevens writes: 
, 
The i mperfect is our paradise. 
Not e t hat, in this bitterness , de light, 
Since the i mperf ect is so hot in us, 16 
Lies in f lawe d words and s tubborn sounds. 
One of the controls \ih ich the poe t must e xert over 
these "f l a',ved '-lords and s";ubborn sounds" is the combi ning 
l·Phil i p \V'heelwr ight, Netaphor and Real i ty (Bl oomi ngton: 
Indian a Unive r s ity Pr ess, 1962), pp . 22-31. 
lSphi l ip \":hee l\vr i ght , The Burnin Founta i n : A St ud 
". " ~ "!n t:he Language of Sy:nbo l ism oom~ n9 ton: Indi a ns Univer-
si ty Pres s , 19 5 4 ), pp . 3- 4 . 
16\-lh ee h iright, !~e taphor and Rea l i t y.' p . 43. 
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of them into a c o n text .... ·hien creates a subtle unity i n. 
..... hich t hey are i nterdependent. As ~'lhee lwrigh t explains it: 
One aim of e xpressive l anguage is t o d o fu lles t 
poss ible jus t ice to the everchanging cbaracter of 
experience as actually lived and c o ncretely imagined ; 
its meanings vlil1 reflect to some degree, a lthough 
never adequately, the fluctuations o f li f e itself . 
Hence a ~ ... o rd or p hrase functioning poe tically , 
although never e n tirely out of relation to its 
prose-and- dictionary meaning, acquires fresh con-
notations , fresh overtones of suggestiveness, from 
each new context into which it enters . The result 
is that there are likely to be tensions of meaning--
semantic tensions--between what I. A. Richards has 
called the 'Is cenario meaning" of an expressive passage 
and the connotations which the context calls into 
being, o r even between one such set of connotations 
and another •... It would be roughly true to say 
that whereas logical-literal meanings are character-
istically stipulative, expressive-poetic rneanir.gs 
are characteristically contextual. I? 
Language in its broadest sense h'heelwright defines as 
"any intelligibly related system of symbols," and he re-
str icts it to ntwo complimentary uses: To designate 
clearly as a means to efficient cOlNllunication and to 
express maximum fullness. ,,18 \V'heelwright points out 
that Biblically man I s first act , ... as to name the beasts 
and that it is significant that man, not God, did the 
naming because "man's primordial act, as a contemplative 
being, is the act of symbolization . " He defines a symbol 
as "that whi ch means," and what it means can be as various 
"as the ways in which one thing can stand for and lead 
the mind to something else.,,19 All symbols share a common 
l?\·lheeJ.\.;right , 'I'he Nay of Phi losophy, p. 370 . 
18~'1heelwrigh t, The Burning Fountain , p . 25 . 
19 Ibid ., pp. 18-J9 
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p r operty : "being more in in t ention t han they a re in e xis-
tence.,,20 A symbol, he says , a lso "invites considera t ion 
rather then overt action and character istical l y . .. i nvo l ves 
intention to communicate.,,21 
While Brooks stresses paradox , i rony, and analogy, 
\~eelwright prefers metaphor, whose very name ("phora" 
implying motion and "meta" irnplyir.g change) expresses 
"the life principal of poetry." h"heelwright says that 
.•. since we cannot always be dealing with tensive 
language as a whole, it is desirable to look for 
a unit, or quasi-unit, of such language and one 
that shall be s ufficiently representative. Three 
words have been put forward for the purpose in 
critical writings: image, symbol, and me taphor. 22 
i~eelwright knows that each of the terms is of value to 
the critic, but he feels that i f John l-ti ddle ton Hurry is 
right when he says, "metaphor is as ultimate as speech 
itself and speech as ultimate as thought," then "a Fortiori 
metaphor is essential 
are poetry ••• 23 
to the living speech and thought that 
I 
l~heelwright divides metaphor into epiphor and diaphor. 
Epiphor relates or compares two elements, one lesser known 
than the other, to achieve an understanding of the greater 
reality which cannot be expressed. He gives such examples 
as "God the Father " and "the milk of human kindness " to 
20Ibid • 
21Ibid .• p. 25. 
22Nheelwright , f.ietaphor ilnd Rea lity , pp . 66 - 7. 
23Ibid ., p. 69. 
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exemp l i f y hO\~' He mus t u sc the me t aph o ri c t e mpo r a l e l er:l.c nt , 
li k e fa t he r , to app r o a ch a n understanding o f the mOl-e 
impo r t an t but unexplainab l e term, like God. lIe e xp lains 
that 
since the essential mark of ep ipho r--wh ich is to 
say me t apho r in the convential Aristotelian sense--
is to express a similarity between some thi n g re la-
tive ly ,,,ell known or concretely known (the semantic 
vehic le) and something ,.,.hich, a lthough of greater 
wOl-th or importance , is l ess knmm or mo r e obscurely 
known (the semantic tenor), and since it must make 
its point by means of words , it fo llows that an 
epiphor presupposes a vehicular image or notio n 
that can readily be unders~~od when indicated by 
a sui t ab le \ ... ord or phrase. 
Diaphor I o n the o t he r hand, ~'lheelwright see s as C01'l'l-
bining e l emen ts which by juxtaposi tion create a new meaning 
\</hi ch n e i t her of them possesses separ a t e ly . Diaphor a n d 
epiphor o f t e n int ermingle , but diapho r is mo re close ly 
a ssociated with mus ic, wh ich is non imitative, or, a s 
l'lhee l wrigh t says, with abstract painting, in which the 
artist moves away from the "mimetic factor." Epiphor moves 
to\'o"a rd it. Fo r e::-:amp le he explains Wallace Steven '5 
"Thirteen \'lays of Look ing at a Bl a c kbird" as an example 
o f diaphori c r e l ationshi ps. loJheehlright says t hat the 
thi rteen v erses " are r e l a t ed di aphorically , by pure juxta-
position, and the p r esence o f the b l ackb ird in each of them 
gives a sort of unity that is pure ly presen tational, qui te 
withou t any apparent e p i p hori c significance . ,,2 5 He c o n trasts 
the d i aphoric blackbird to the ep i phor ic rose garden i n 
24 Ib · . ~. , p . 73 . 
2 51' . d 
~., p. 8 4. 
Fou r Qua l-tet s or to El io t ' 5 s ti l l point of the turning 
wheel. :';heelwright compares diaphor to t he creation of 
the very earth itself when hydrogen and oxygen combined 
under the necessary conditions, c r eating t he previ ous ly 
non-existent water , and he reminds u s that "such diaphoric 
synthesis is indispensable to poetry. ,,26 
\iheelwright sees, a s doe s Brooks, the greater dimensions 
of irony, and part of his emphasis upon metaphor is as o ne 
of the strongest devices for the ironic fusions of the 
paradoxes of man's existence . He explains this bringing 
together of opposites as one of the primary respon3ibil-
ities of the poet: 
In every instance of r e al as opposed to nominal 
know'ledge we a re partly insiders and partly out-
siders looking in. The dual role, the in-and-
out movement of the mind seeking to penetrate its 
object , frames every experience with the irony of 
its own finitude . In the distractions of practical 
life and in the security of theorizing alike we 
may lose sight of that irony, and not the least 
of the poet's important tasks is to bring us back 
to ourselves, and .to it, by an evocative image 
or cadence, or by ~he jolt of an unexpected rneta-
phor.2~ 
As a means for transcending the literal world to reach 
truths which can n eve r find full expression and for finding 
the spiritual through the physical, Wheelwright has dis-
cussed metaphor and symbol, but clo sely related to both of 
these p oe ti c dev ices, as we ll as to myth , is a third term--
26 Ibid ., p. 86. 
27phil ip \'lheelwright, " Ph ilosophy o n t he 'l'hreshold," 
The Se wanee Revie, ... , LXI (J anua ry, 195 3), 62 . 
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archetype . ~·:hcn d iscussing Go e t he I s t he o r y that each 
ph enomenon c ont a i ns \.; ithin it t h e un i versal , \'.'hee l Hrigh t, 
i n h i s essay " Ph i l o s ophy o n the Threshold," says: 
All n a t ure in Goethe ' 5 vie , ... is various l y a nd 
c h anging l y i n t e rre l a t e d; and t he phenomena which 
mani f e st t hems e lve s on the s urface no t only inter-
pe ne tra te one another but variously reveal the 
perduring un i vers a ls which they express and sym-
b o lize . Such symbolism is intrinsic; ''''hich is 
to say that every qua lity , character, happening 
is a t onc e concre te event ... and arche type. 28 
To e xplain this ~ntricate relationship between symbol 
and archetype, \vheelwright, in The Burning Fountain, dis-
cusses the Egyptian uraeus: 
Aris totle I S triadic \<lay of envisioning all natur al 
proces s ("the s ubject of any change is nume rically 
one , b ut with a duality of form"1 is a kind of 
s ke l e t a l r e fl e ction o f a r e ligious archetype of 
f undame ntal importance: The triad of De struction, 
Cre a t i on, Pre ser vation. In many of the sacraments 
conne cted with seasonal worship it is the first 
two terms that are stressed--dyi ng and resurrected 
God , But the third term is usually implicit, for 
it is t he same Tammuz or Attis or Osiris who is 
born t o ne\Y' life in the ne\,/ year. The sacred 
uraeus of Egypt, consisting of \<l inged globe and 
serpent, is a s ymbol of t his triadic relationship .29 
\'lhee lwright explains each of the parts of the sacred 
uraeus a s t hey fUnction as both symbol and archetype: 
The da rk disc repres ents the unknown God as the 
creative s ource of all things. The wings repre-
sent "the brooding and flying and protecting 
c are and goodness of the Spirit." The serpent 
is symbolically ambivalent. To complete the tri a d 
neat ly we '\'ou ld h ave to suppo~e t hat the serpent, 
by r eas on o f its lurking de adli ness, s ymbolizes 
de a th, Actually , h O\oJever, all t hree arche t YP.:lI 
eleme nt s are r e cap itua lted in t he serpen t i tself. 
2 81 bid ., p . 6 8 . 
29"Jhe e h Y' right. The Burn i ng Foun ta in , pp . 13 3-4. 
Death it signifies , for f amiliar reasons . But 
s tre t c hed out st r aight, the s erpen t becomes a 
pha llus symbolizing the rep roducti ve po\Ve r of 
Godhead --an idea whi c h i s reinforced by the s er-
pent's perio dic shedding of its skin a nd thus 
being born, as it were, to new life . Fi nally , 
\ .... hen c o iled into a c ircle, it symbolizes t he 
self-sufficiency and oneness which are a ssoci -
ated with God's preservative power. Thus both 
the serpent figure itself and the \ .... inged figure 
which includes it represent the divine triad of 
Creation--Destruction--Preservation. 30 
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l\Tbeel\vright proposes that the greatest achievements in 
poetry, however, have been created through the fusion of 
"the metaphoric and archetypal modes of envisagement- -
where what I may call the Melting-pot and the Threshold 
activities of imagination are in a serene but quickening 
state o f tension.,,31 He illustrates his theory with 
Shakespeare ' s lines from Cymbe line: Golden l ads and girls 
all must , I As chimney-sweepers, come to dust." \1heelwr ~ ght 
states: 
The way of the Melting Pot is to create a fresh 
relationship between two or more images (wi~b 
attendant ideas or adumbrations of idea) which 
outside of just tijat poetic context would be some-
what disparate and irrelevant , but from who present 
unexpected combination a nuance emerges which has 
not hitherto existed. The way of the Threshold 
is to see a general idea in and through the par-
ticular images drawn from the real world, heightened 
but no t r adically distorted by the poet's creative 
imagination . To combine these two ways in a single 
living act of being, through, and utterance is t o 
accept the challenge of l'~annemunne and sing the 
ful l human song. 32 
30 Ibid . , p . 134 . 
31 Ibid . , p. 149. 
32p . ~ 
O ~(.i . I p . 154. 
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The f ull htm;an song to ~ ... hich \vheelv~ri9ht alludes 
is part of the Es t onian myth of the god of song Ntmnemunnc, 
\.,.ho des cended once to the earth \vhere the "li nd and t rees 
as "'e ll as the birds a nd £i .;;h i mi tated , each in his own 
way, a part of the etherea l mus ic. Only man was .::b le to 
capture it alIi "therefore his song p ierces into the depths 
of the hear t, and moun ~s upwards to the dwellings of the 
gods . ,, 33 
One poe t who Nheelwright e v idently feels has accepted 
the challenge o f Wannernunne and has not lost the rhythm 
of the time my th no r my th-consciousness is T. S. Eliot. 
to.lJteelwrigh t calls Eliotls Four Quartets "perhaps the most 
fully per tinent s ingle poem of our moment in history. u34 
'I'he poe m i nterests him not so much from t he s tandpoin t of 
the ph ilosophical propositions that can be screened 
out of the poem, still less with those that can 
be i mposed upon it as an ideological tes t; but 
mainly with the ideas which emerge, or half emerge , 
f rom the poetic song and movement and imagery them-
selves. 3 5 
Befor e he begins his critical exploration of ~ 
Quarte ts, Hheelwright constructs a framework by \o,'hich h e 
intends to p r ogress . He feels that "in poetic art the power 
of t he idea should be fused with the rhythmic and imagistic 
actuality of the poem," and that "Eliot 1s much qc.oted 
testimony Ithat a poem, or a passage of a poem , may t end 
33Ibid . , p. 3. 
34 Ibid . , p. 330. 
35Ibid .• p. 331. 
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to r e a l i z e i ts e l ( f irst as a pa rt i c ul a r l.-hy thm befor e i t 
r e aches exp r essio n in word s , and that th i s rhythm may b ring 
to bir t h the i dea and the i mage ,' ne e ds to be r emembered 
in any d i scussion o f a p oet I 5 philosop hy." \'lhee l wr i gh t 
!:'lakes a signi f i can t s tatement in connection \ ... i th Eliot I 5 
theory: "Rhythm and ideation, song and visio n , colla borate 
in the poetic act; and their tens i on motivates--perhaps 
even is--the poem. ,,36 
Wheelwright is quite speci f ic concerning his method 
of critical approach, which is "not e>:posito ry but perspec-
tival," since, a s he explains in hi s in troduction tf.) r·1eta-
phor and Reality, all writing must be "perspectival in the 
mos t general sense ," for 
to speak fo rth honestly is to r epor t t he world as 
it is beheld ..• in one's own perspective. Things 
have contexts, but only a person has perspective. 
The essential excuse for writing, then, is to 
unveil as best one can some perspective that has 
not already become ordered into a public map.3 7 
\':heelwright, r ef licting his myth orientation, discovers 
what he believes t o be the archetype of the Vanishing Garden 
in the Four Quartets and The ~'las te Land. The Vanishinq 
Garden, he explains , is not only t he Christian belief in 
the expu l s i on from the Garden of Eden, but also the psycho-
logical ef f ect of man I s expulsion from the maternal \olOmb ; 
however , t he r e is also a Navaho myth of which he bel ieves 
Eliot is a\O/are . 1'\.,.0 Navaho boys, one bl ind and one crippled, 
36Ib i d . 
37!'1he elwr i9ht , t-Ie t apho r and Reality, pp . 15- 6. 
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en te r t~e sacred l o d g e to a St'lea t bath Hhich fo r c es out 
t he body I S e vil thro ug h the p ores of t he skin a nd \<lhere 
s ilence is ir,1pe r a tive; they b r eak the silence , and the 
l odge ,'li t h its heali ng pOt'ler vanishes fo reve r from the 
I d ' 38 n ~ ans . 
t'lheelwright , explaini ng this archetype a s "a major 
idea underlying" both poems , says: 
In the one poem the hyacinth garden passage followed 
by the sombre emptiness of "Oed' und leer das Meer,,,39 
i n the other the rose garden scene fo llowed by "Then 
a c loud passed and the pool was empty," are among 
the more explicit representations of it. The closing 
l ines of "Burnt Norton"--
Ridiculous the \'laste sad time 
Stretching before and after 
might express a state of consci ousness para l le l to 
t hat of the be r e ft Navaho brot hers left sitting o n 
the open g ro und . 40 
NheelHright apparent ly enjoys digressing a nd theorizing 
upon the orig in and historical implications of symbols; 
it could be his method o f familiarizing his reade rs \'lith 
their lost myths , \'lhich by hi s reasoning would be valuable, 
since he feels that a conception of and familiar ity with 
myth i s indigenous to t he appreci a tion--o r experience--of 
poetry. For examp l e he extensive l y explores the scho l arship 
38Hhee l wri ght , The Burning Fo untai n , pp. 347-50. 
391n M.odern Poetrv Ii The Tradition Brooks interprets 
the l ine as f orming an "ironic contrast" to t he Hyacinth 
Gar den. He points out tha t the line orig inate s from Act III 
of Tr i stan und Isolde a nd t hat i t "remi nds us that even 
l ove cannot exist in the waste land ." 
40\\lheehlr i ght, The Burning Fountain, p. 350 . 
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on the !':lyth of the Fi s her King as he links his "my s terious 
wound" H i th El iot I 5 "wounded surgeon" in "Eas t Coker." 41 
tiheelwright's method of c ritici sm is indeed r ich; it in-
fo rms t he r eader, the reby e nabling him to more deeply 
appreciate the poet 's art. Yet whe n he speaks directly 
of that art as a whole, his conception of it is akin to 
that of Cleanth Brooks. According to Wheelwright: 
An artist, to be of any ini:,erest, must "have some-
thing to say." Nhat he has to say is uniquely 
related to the language and context of his art; 
it cannot be said in any other way than he has 
said it .... His quick perception detects some 
quality in a scene or event that he wishes to 
commemorate by his art and so immortalize by 
''''i thdrawing it from the stream of time. 42 
The purpose of the critic, l'1heelwright states, '1S not 
to set limits to the powers and discoveries of the creative 
mind, b ut to observe and not too assertively comment upon 
their results.,,43 
Mythical consciousness I l'lheelwright believes, can 
salvag e man's creative imagination from a too scientific , 
env ironment by enabling him to believe in more than he can 
see or concretely prove. Man, therefore, is free to oblige 
the spirit, to seek it out in himself, in other men, and 
in tradition; and by so doing he finds an i ntangible reality. 
Poetic language, according to {'lhee l wright , is the link with 
myth, \Y'h ich is the medium wherein man regains what he has 
lost. The poet's language is fluid, it is me taphorical, 
4l Ibid ., p. 354. 
42h'hee lwright, The \'!ay of Philos ophy, p. 368. 
43\Olheelwright, ~phor and Re ality, p . 75. 
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utilizing iro ny a nd arc he t ype . By ~'i .eeh,'righ t' 5 d ef inition 
t he cri tic i s pl'i mari ly a perspec t iva l Hrite r Hila observes 
and c orronen ts. 
It seems apparent that, as a strong vector in t h e 
lines of the poetic debate , \'lheehlright succeeds in making 
a case fo r mythic content \.,hicll would cause many readers 
to raise it at l eas t as h~ gh in poetic theory as Brooksian 
irony . Irony obviously pertains chief ly to local content 
in the poem , and my th content obviously pertains to histor-
ical phenomena outside the poem. The fact that both critics 
make ef fective claims for their categories is itself sug-
gestive that an improper polemical narrm ... ness attaches to 
both posi tions. The Chicago Critics, as the next chapter 
attempts to suggest, formulate an impressive theoretic 
basis for a plurality of modes of criticism, and make 
possible a poetic theory which can accept the value of 
the insights of Brooks and Wheelwright, yet also avoid 
the nar rowne ss that they seem to display. 
CHAPTER IV 
R. S. C~~E k~D ELDER OLSON: CHICAGO CRITICS 
Ronald S. Crane, chief spokesman for a group o f critics 
referred to as the Chicago Critics or the neo-Aristotelians 
or the Pluralists, professes the belief that there is no 
one total approach to criticism, such as structure or myth. 
To him what is most important is a logical system to be set 
up by each r esponsible critic which explains his poetic 
t heory just as Aristotle and Coleridge set up their methods. 
This demands definition of terms used by the critic. For 
example, Crane says of criticism: 
It is natural for me to think of criticism in the 
context not of literary journalism or of general 
cultural discussion but of humanistic learning--
as a form of inquiry ' to be cultivated in the same 
questioning spirit, for the sake of a disinterested 
understanding and f appreciation of i t-.s objects in 
their own natures, as is proper to the study of 
history, languag~, and ideas, and with an approach 
to the same rigour of analysis and statement. 1 
He explains that his preference for considering criticism 
as a learning is a prejudice derived from his background aa 
a scholar and university teacher--a prejudice in that what 
"criticism in general is or should be" has not been lI authori-
tatively settlea_ M2 
lR. S. Crane , The La n u a es of Criticism and the 
Structure of poetrY~~l~'O~r~o~n~t~o~:~~u~n~,~·v~e~r~s~i~t~y~o~f~l"''~o~r~o~n~t~o~'Press, 
1953) , p . x. 
2 Ibid . 
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In his famous in t rodu ction t o Criti cs a nd Cr it i ci s m, 
, ... hich is the compilati on of the c ri ti ca l a pproaches and 
poe tic the ori e s o f the Chica go Cr itics, a nd i n re fe r e n c e 
to the Sha l"ed be lief s exemplified by these wri t e rs, Cra ne 
says : 
In the first place, for all of them from the begin-
ing, the problem of literary criticism, upon which 
they have concentrated here, has been inseparable 
from the much larger problem of how the humanities 
in general might be brought to play a more influen-
tial role in the culture and action of the contem-
porary world; and their conception both of the 
relations between criticism and other human studies 
and of the terms in which, at the present time, 
criticism may be most fruitfully discussed springs 
directly from their views on this more inclus i ·.,e 
issue. The humanities •.. are distinguishable from 
the natural and the social sciences by their special 
concern with those aspects of man's achievements in 
sciences, in institutions, and in arts which are most 
distinctively human in the sense that their causes 
are not completely reducible either to natural 
processes common to men and animals or to super-
personal conditions and forces affecting all the 
members of a given society. The humanities are 
therefore coextensive with the arts or methods that 
enable us to isolate , these aspects for our apprecia-
tion and use. And they are necessarily multi-
dimensional, inasmuch as the humanistic properties 
of human achievements vary independently according 
to the character of the symbolic medium in which the 
achievements are embodied or through which they 
affect us; the quality of the philosophic, scientific, 
moral, or religious ideas which they express or 
imply; the nature of the literary or artistic 
s .tructures into which they are built; and the 
p eculiarities of the historical situations in the 
midst of which they emerge.' 
Crane's dissatisfaction is not with the public but 
\·dth the literary critic. "'Jhen the arts fall into Cl c orrupt 
state , h e thi n k s it i s the bus iness and the r e s p on s ibility 
4R. S. Crane , "Intro duction, " Critics a n d 
Ancien t and Mo d e rn, ed. R. s. Crane (Chicago : 
of Ch i cago Press, 1952), p. 2. 
Critici s m: 
The univerSity 
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of the c ri t i c t o puri f y a nd t o e l evate them . Poetic t he o r y 
is s o inte r r e l a te d no t on l y \Y'ith the other h umanit i e s but 
with its own tradition that Cra ne feel s the c r itic s hould 
be a serious student of the history of c ritici sm and of 
philosophy , as we ll a s o f the arts . 
As one of the primary reasons for criticism having 
fallen into such an undisciplined state, Crane 'cites the 
fact that the critic , unlike the scientist , need not worry 
about any reproach more serious than scholarly scorn when 
he publishes his most recent theory. Under such circum-
stances it is primarily left up to the integrity of the 
individual critic that he attain a scientific accuracy, 
since there is virtually no one else to gage it for the 
public. Crane says! 
We l ack, in short, most of the compelling motives 
to re-examination of our basic premises and pro-
cedures which have played s o conspicuous a part 
in keeping the sciences alive and promoting their 
growth . What, therefore, the humanities fail to 
provide naturally \ we must endeavor to supply by 
taking thought; and the most efficacious means 
would appear to be a combination of efforts 
directed (1) to subjecting the principles cur-
rently employed in the various humanistic art. 
to a systematic critique of their powers and 
limitations and (2) to investigating the pos-
sibilLties of particular methods in the differen~ 
arts \-Ihich either have not been developed in the 
past or have been neglected in modern times be-
cause the questions to which they are suitable , 
though as pertinent as ever humanistically, have 
been allowed to disappear from view.' 
The term neo-Aristotelian derives from the Chicago 
school1s acknowledge d r espect fo r the l ogica l method e m-
ployed by Ari s totle in his exploration of art. According 
6 I b i d ., p . 4 . 
5 2 
t o Crane , Aristotle bases hi s poeti c theory o n the 
as sumption t hat 
tvhi I e everything in the .... 'or l d , includ ing poetry, 
is inextricably c onnected with everything else, 
the essenti a l c ondition of k now l edge is a s trict 
divis ion of labour among t he variou s sciences 
a nd arts and the constitution of any science or 
art as a distinct line of inquiry differing from 
other inquiries by having some speci fi c and limited 
kind of knO\'l ledge as its end. 7 
No\-, Aristotle' 5 concept of knowledge I as Crane sees it, 
relates to the primary aim of poetics, which Aristotle says 
is "the discovery and statement of the principles which 
govern poets when they make good poems. aS According to 
the Greek philosopher, these same principles should be 
used to form judgments of particular poems . The knowledge 
obtained from this process lIis not knrn"'ledge for its own 
sake but knowledge for the sake of a certain kind of human 
activity, the purpose or good which determines the character 
of the data \",ith which it is concerned and the method to 
be e mp l oyed in dealing with them. 109 
of a 
Aris totle, according to Crane, gives poetry the status 
p r oductive science ••. of which the end is the 
making of products that have beauty of some sort 
as their distinguishing characteristics, beinq 
things to which we attribute value for the intrin-
s ic excellence of their making rather than for any 
further utility they may be made to serve."lO 
7 Crane, The Languages of Cri ticism and the Structure 
of Poetry, p. 40. 
8Ibid ., p. 43. 
9Ibid . 
lOIbid ., p. 44. 
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Crane , hO\\'eve r , i s no t advo c a ti ng t he l i mitLltion o f 
the a ctual the ory of such c l a ss ic cr i tics as Ari s t o t l e ; he 
is stress ing the necess ity t o e mulate thei r car eful ly con-
structed systems. Crane soun ds ve r y l ike Aristotle when 
in The Language of Critici s m a nd the Struc ture of Po etry he 
gives his basis for the criticism of any g i ven literary 
work: 
We shall have to assume that any poetic work, like 
any other production of human art, has, or rather 
is, a definite structure of Borne kind which is 
determined immediately by its writer's intuition 
of a form to be achieved in its materials by the 
right use of his medium, and furthermore, that 
we can arrive at some understanding of what this 
form actually is and use our understanding a~ a 
principle in the analysis and criticism of the 
work. \,le shall have to come to some agreement, 
moreover, as to what we will mean by "poetic works"; 
but here again the f e \\'er speci f ications we impose 
on ourselves in advance the better. It will be 
sufficient for all our purposes if we begin, simply, 
by taking as "poems" or ...... 'orks of literary art-
all those kinds of productions which have been 
commonly called such at different times, but with-
out any supposition that, because these have the 
s4Il\e name, they are all "poems" or "works of lit-
erary art" in thetsame funda~ental structural sense--
that the art nece~sary to write The Divine Comedy or 
The Faerie Queene is the same art, when viewed in 
terms of its peculiar principles of form, as the 
art which enabled Shakespeare to write King Lear 
and Othello . And for such productions we shall 
need to assume, in addition, only one common char-
acteristic: That they are all \\'orks ,·,hich, in one 
degree or another, justify critical consideration 
primarily for their own sake, as artistic structures, 
rather than merely for the sake of knowledge or 
wisdom they express or t he practical utility we 
may deriv e from them, though either or both of 
these other values may be i mportantly involved in 
~ny particul ar case. 11 
Cr une then d e scribes what t he t a s k as cri tic s ho uld be: 
llIb'd.. 165 6 • pp . -. 
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Our t a sk ... is not to explain the v/riter l s a ctivity 
but the r esult thereof; our problem is not psycho-
logical but artisti c; and hence the causes that 
centrally concern us are t he internal c a uses of 
wh ich the only suff i cien t evidence is the work it-
self as a comp leted product .• .. Ne p ropose to con-
s ider poems as unique existent things the structural 
principles of which are to be d iscovered , rather than 
a s embodiments of general truths about the struc ture 
of poetr y a lready adequately known . 12 
He con tinues with remarks directed against the New 
and Myth critics: 
Our task is not to show the reflection in poems of 
complex or "ironical" attitudes, interactions of 
prose and poetry or of logical structure and ir-
relevant texture, patterns of ritual drama, or 
basic mythical themes , on the assumption that if 
the poem is a good poem it will inevitably have 
whichever of these or other similarly derived 
general structures we happen to be interested in 
f inding examples of; it is rather the task of making 
formal sense out of any poetic work before us on 
the assumption that it may in fact be a work for 
whose peculiar principles of structure there are 
nowhere any usable parallels either in Ii terary ". 
theory or in our experience of other works. 13 
Crane feels that both the 101yth and the New Critics 
in their appr oaches l eave out the distinctive element of 
each good poem which makes it unique. He does not deny 
that par adox , irony, and archetype may be within the being 
of the poem; but he does feel that to approach every poem 
the same way i s a mistake. Crane feels s trongl}:' that the 
poem itself wi ll probably indicate the critical approach 
and that the critic may discover something \'ii thin it which 
is complete l y ne\'i. If, however, the approach i s a moni s tic 
one rather than pluralistic, t he critic can jeopardize his 
12 I b id .• pp. 166-7. 
1J1bid .• pp. 167-8. 
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evaluation by hi s limited appro ach , ilnd may we ll miss th e 
true greatness of the po em . Crane a l so resents the l ump-
ing together of a ll poetic works without respect for lit-
erary genr es . He says that one does not critically approach 
a lyric as he would an epic and expect to f ind what sets 
it apart for greatness or poetic beauty. 
In the light of this feelirg against monism in Criti-
cism, Crane explains the hypotheses made by the Chicago 
Critics. He says that they will not be fixed approaches 
sllch as scientists use when they are not searching to dis-
cover but ~erely demonstrating what is already known . 14 
Crane explains that they will be 
the tentative kind--to be modified or rejected al-
together at the dictation of the facts--which are 
the proper means to any serious inductive inquiry . 
They will be particular working hypotheses for the 
investigation of the structures of individual poem~, 
not general hypotheses about such things as poetry 
or "poetic drama" in which the specific nature of 
the individual structures to be examined is already 
assumed . lS 
Crane sees an urgfnt need for a greater depth of 
scholarship for each aspiring critic, but he knows that 
merely being a scholar does not automatically prepare 
anyone to be a critic . ~1ithout the true quest of scholar-
ship, which should not be content with partial answers, 
criticism has fallen, Crane believes, into an accept ance 
of un justi fied theories. He f ee ls that if t he critic. 
14 Ibid . , p. 16B. 
15Ibid • 
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\yerc tr ue s cho lars with il knowle dge of the critica l tra-
d i tion , they Nou id rea lize that many of the s u ppo sed new 
theories ":ere really re s tatement s of a part of Coleridge I 5 
philosophy or of s o me other historically imposing person. 
He does not accuse his fellows of p!agiarization but of 
ignorance of what has preceded the twentieth century. Just 
as bad, ho\\'ever . is the scholar who, being aware of tra-
dition but having himself no training as a critic, relies 
too heavily upon what has been done. As Crane says: 
We must also distinguish between critical hypotheses 
in the strict sense and interpretative hypotheses 
concerning the details of literary works in th~ir 
materi al aspects. It is not one of our presuppo-
sitions that "form" in poetry is "meaning": we 
should hold, rather, that meaning is something 
involv ed in poems as a necessary, but not suf-
ficien t, condition of the existence in them of 
poet i c form, and hence that the recovery of mean-
i n g is an essential prerequisite to the discovery 
of form though not in itself such a discovery. 
Before we can understand a poem as an artistic 
structure we must understand it as a grammatical 
structure made up of ' successive words, sentence8, 
paragraphs, and speeches which give us both mean-
ings in the ordinary sense of that term and signs 
fr om · .... hich we may infer what the speakers, whether 
characters or narrators, are like and what they are 
thinking, feeling, or doing. The great temptation 
for critics who are not trained and practising 
s chola rs is to take this understanding for granted 
or to think that they can see, without training 
in criticism, all the problems which their dis-
tinctive methods are fitted to solve. l6 
In h is essay "The Critical Monism of Cleanth Brook ... l7 
Crane directly attacks what he believes to be one of the 
1 6I bid . 
17nh' 
" >s 
1 948, under 
of Critical 
e ssay first appeared in Nodern 
the title "Cleanth BrooKs; or, 
Monism. " 
Philology, Nay , 
the Bankruptcy 
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most h a rmf ul practices or many modern criti cs in general 
and o f Brooks i n particula r --being more captivated by 
rhetoric th a n by l og ic. Crane ' s criticism of Brooks 
relates specifical ly to the c o ntents of The Well Wrought 
~ (1947) and a defensive essay by Brooks in College 
English (February, 1948) e ntitled "Irony and 'Ironic 
. 
Poetry.'" Although Crane is in pdrtial sympathy with 
Brooks, who he feels has provided worthy insight into 
the structural principles of poetry, he is disturbed at 
Brooks's willingness to present his monistic theory as 
a revelation virtually standing alone in the annals of 
critical history, leaving little to be added--if anything. 
it: 
Crane respects Brooks's contribution. He even defends 
On the immediate issues of his polemic against 
those who object to his enlargement of the term 
"irony" I think he is right. There is no reason 
why a critic who has , chosen to make a common word 
like II irony" or "paradox" the central term of his 
system should not lenjoy the privilege "of wrench-
ing the work f rom !its usual context--of at once 
specializing and broadening it •.•• II I do not 
question either, that "irony," in Brooks's sense 
of the term, is a constant trait of all good poems, 
and I should have no quarrel with him had he been 
content to say so and to offer his analyses of 
texts as illustrations of one point among others, 
in poetic theory.l' 
Crane's quarrel does begin, however, when Brooks stopa 
cold with irony, making it the ,,,hole of this theory, to 
which all parts are subordinate. To Brooks, says Crane, 
"irony, or paradox is poetry, tout simplernent, its fo rm 
no less than its matte t' j or rather , in the critica l sys t e m 
l8R• S. Cra ne, "The Critical !Io:onism of Cleanth Brooks ," 
Critics and Cri tici sm: Ancien t and t>1odcrn , pp . 83 - 4. 
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wh i ch he h as constructed ther e is no p ri n c i p l e s a v e t h a t 
denot e d by the wor ds ' irony ' o r ' paradox ' f r om ,.;hich 
signi f icant prop o s itio ns con cerning poems c a n be d e r ivcd .,, 19 
In all f airne s s to Brooks , Crane does acknowle d ge the 
New Critic's admission that he is partially indebted fo r 
h i s particular theory of poetic structure and the I nng u 98 
of paradox to the fol l owing famous passage about hig he r 
imagination from Coleridge's Biographia Litcrario: 
This power, first put in action by the will and 
understanding, and retained under their irreml •• i vo, 
though gentle and unnoticed, countroul •• • r e v all 
itself in the balance or reconciliation of op pos i to 
or discordant qualities: of sameness, with d if-
ference; of the general, with the concroto ; the 
idea with the image; the individual, with the r pr -
sentative; the sense of novelty and freehno88 , wi t h 
old and familiar objects; a more than us ual s tate 
of e motion, with more than usual orde r; j udgm~ nt 
e ver awake and steady self-possession, with e nthulJ-
iasm and feeling profound or vehement; and while i· 
blends and harmonizes the natural and tho arti f icial, 
still subordinates art to nature; the mannor to tho 
matter; and our admira~aon of the poot to our sym-
pathy with the poetry. 
While Coleridge differentiates between poetry as 
"architectonic thought" and a poem "or ' poetry ' in ita 
limited meaning," as "a composition in words of a special 
kind," and creates a multidimens ional poetic thcory centered 
upon the imagination , Brooks, Crone f eels , fuses the defin-
itions of a poem and of poe t r y and basi cally tries to e x-
plain this f usion only in terms o f i t s not being science, 
without eve r c l ear l y s t a ting .... ,h t hc believe s a poem or 
19Ibid ., p . 8 4. 
20 I bid ., pp . 85- 6 . 
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poetry to be o r ever satisfactorily distinguishing beb~een 
them. Defining wha t somethi ng is in terms of what i t is 
not is a l ogical ly s ound appr oach to some unk nown fa cto r s , 
b u t Cra ne wi ll not a ccept Br o ok s 's fail u re to prove t ha t 
paradox and irony are the s ole property of poe try. Brooks 
does not to Crane 's satisf action distinguish betwe en the 
irony and paradox of poetry an1 the irony and paradox of 
other types of literature; therefore Brooks, to Crane's 
way of thinking, has not completed the proof of this theory 
concerning the language of poetry.21 
Coleridge, as Crane says, differentiates between poems 
and other works as well as between types of poems; but 
Brooks, to Crane's continued dismay, appears to be mes-
merized by the homogeneous grouping of all poems withi n 
a common structure. Crane feels that Brooks flagrantly 
oversimplifies. In comparison to Coleridge, for whom "at 
least three sciences are necessary to critici sm--grammar, 
logic, and PsyChOlogy,f 22 Crane pOints out that 
t 
Brooks finds it possible to qet along with only 
one, name ly grammar; and with only one part of 
that, namely , its doctrine of qualification. H1. 
whole effort can be described not unfairly as an 
attempt to ere ct a theory of poetry by extending 
and analogizing from the simple proposi tion of 
grammar that the meaning of one word or group of 
words is modifie d by its juxtaposition in discourse 
with anothe r word or group of words.21 
2l I bid ., pp. 87 - 9. 
22I bid . , p . 9 3. 
23 Ibid . 
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I n th a t Broo ks has no t even pro ve n t hat there is a type 
of irony and paradox that does not uppea r in p r ose bu t doe s 
in poetry , Crane submits that s i nce Einstein' s E = mc 2 
brings " t o gether in a single u n i f i e d equ at i o n the hitherto 
'discordant' qualities of mass and e nergy ," the n "judging 
it solely by Brooks's criterion for poetic ' structure, '" 
it is "the greatest 'ironical ' poem written so far in the 
twentieth centuryo,,24 
In Crane's judgment, Brooks has ideas worth qualifi-
cation and pursuit, yet he needs to take the time to test 
and validate each concept within his chosen frarnewo~k. 
Because Brooks begins and ends \"i th the linguisti c matter 
of poetry , Crane sees Brooks's argument as circula r, commit-
ing the fallacy of petitio principii, b e gging the question. 
Crane feel s that it would have been much better had Brooks 
started "\'li th concrete poetic wholes of various kinds, the 
parts of which, with their possible interrelationships. can 
be inferred as consequences from inductively established 
principles . ,,25 The linguistic matter of poetry, Crane says, 
is, after all, its most common factor with all other literary 
forms. 
In contrast to the ideas of Brooks which have been 
attacked by the Chicago Critics is the poetic theory of 
o ne of thei r most r espected poe t s and critics, Elder Olso n. 
24 Ibid •• p. 105. 
25 Ibid • 
61 
Olson welcomes di fferen ces of opinion in li ter a ry criti-
clsrn , since these di fferences bring with the m new ideas . 
0ifferences, he warns , do not necessarily imply contra-
diction . Olson approaches his critical theory as a phil-
osophy because , he says, "criticism ... is also philos ophy." 
As a philosophy, it "is limited by the problems which it 
raises" and by the language which its inquiry demands; 
however the problems or inquiries are practically limitless 
and -there are many senses of the terms 'truth' and 'falsity. Itt 
He reminds us that there are many diverse yet valid phil-
osophies which "we should . .. be wise enough to con!; ider .. . 
only as instruments, all with various powers and limitations, 
and valuable relatively to the kinds of question to which 
they are directed. 26 
Olson advises us not to concern ourselves with trying 
to reconcile seemingly opposite points of view in an effort 
to arrive at the true ~nterpretation of any poetic work. , 
In hi s essay "An OutliAe of Poetic Theory" he says: 
true i n terpretation is impossible when one system 
is e xamined in terms of another, as is true refu-
tation \V'hen the refutative arguments are systemati-
cally different from those against which they are 
directed. To propose such a critique is, in effect, 
to state the possibility of a fourth philosophic 
attitude : that of pluralism. 21 
Olson defines the pluralistic approach : 
26Elder Olson, "The Poeti c l1ethod of Aristotle , " 
Aristotle's "Poeti cs " and Engli5h Literature: A Col -
lection of Critical Essays , ed. Elder Olson (Chicago: 
The University of chicago Press , 1965), p . 190. 
27Elder Olson , "An Outline of Poetic Theory , " Critics 
a m! Cr iticism: P.ncicnt and t-1odern, p. 547. 
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pluralism, taking both doctrine ilnd method into 
account , holds the possibility of a plurality of 
formula tions of truth and of phi l osophic procedures--
in short, of a plurality of valid p hilosophies . 28 
Olson reminds us that the compari s on of criticism to 
philos ophy is a l ogical one since criticism should be based 
on a philosophic system . The critic, feels Olson, should 
be interested in method since he is more in the position of 
a scientist than a creative artisc; it is not up to him to 
create but to explore, examine and to provide a well-
ordered framework for the knowledge he has obtained. Criti-
ciam must be ordered; it must be logical, or else, warns 
Olson, it fa lls into the hands of the irresponsible, who 
too often confuse opinion with fact . Noting that ancient 
and great philosophers (like Plato, Aristotle, Hume, and 
Kant) deve loped a theory of art, Olson makes this proposi-
tion: 
that the number of possible critical positions 
is r e lative to the nUmber of possible philosophic 
positions and that the latter is determined by 
t wo principal cons iderations: (1) the number of 
aspects of a subject which can be brought into 
discussion, as constituting its subject matter; 
(2) the kinds of basic dialectic which may be 
exerted upon that subject matter. 29 . 
He says that the critic and the philosopher cannot 
discuss the subject: they discuss only the subject matter. 
The distinction between the two is, according to Olson, 
that "the subject is what is talked about; the subject 
2 8Ibi d • 
29 Ib·id • 
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matte r i s thut subj ect i n s o far a s it i s r epresented o r 
implied in the discuss i on. ,,30 
The critic, believe s Olson, may choose any s ubject 
matter he desires from a poem, whether it be the poet him-
self,31 the -effect upon the audience, or other items. The 
critic, after making his selection, hopefully upon the basis 
of his own workable theory of p~etry, should not ' be accused 
of having views that conflict with those of other critics 
who have accepted totally different viewpoints. For 
example, Olson uses the theories of "audi~nce participation 
(the active view) or art as Experience (the passive view) ,,32 
as seemingly contradictory positions. He agrees that they 
are different; however to interpret difference as contra-
diction or inconsistency he finds ridiculous, since the 
doctrines have different references. To imply contradiction 
is to imply that one view is true and one is false, warns 
Olson. Instead of this being the case, he says: 
I 
3lIbid • Crane in his introduction to Critics and 
CriticiSiT\l'"p. 7) calls criticism "reasoned discourse.-
He maintains that the subject matter of any critical dis-
cussion "is accordingly identical with its formulation in 
the necessarily finite system of general terms the critic 
uses in framing his problems and stating his conclusions; 
and it follows that, before we can judge fairly of either 
the meaning or the validity of any critical statement, we 
must first reconstruct the underlying and often only partly 
explicit conceptual scheme in , ... hich the statement appears." 
3lIn his book The Poetry of D~lan Thomas, Olson doe. 
use the poet as subje ct matter to ~lluminate this p05sibil-
ity--and does so with disti nction. 
32 Olson, Critics and Criticism: Ancient and ~1odern, 
p. 548. 
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al l t hese views are perf ectly true in their prope r 
sens e s , f or a ll are founded upon per fectly obvio us 
a spects of art , poeti c o r otherwise . Nor , i f the y 
are n o t contradictory , are they inconsi s t ent, in 
the sense that they proceed f rom, or re s ult in, 
contradiction; fo r, asserting the existe nce of 
certain aspects of art as they do, they are a ll 
true in some sense, and it is imposs ible for true 
propositions to be incons i s tent. I ndeed, nothing 
prevents certain philosophers, like Plato and 
Aristotle, from investigating all these aspects 
of a rt.)) 
Criti c s may differ not only in their selection of 
subject matter, but, as Olson points out, in their dia-
lectic--integral or differential . He explains: 
Subject matter criticism of the integral kind 
resolves the subject matter of the arts into 
something not peculiar to the arts, on the basis 
of likeness; and the principles of art, when 60 
found, are always the principles of things other 
than art as well. Thus Plotinus finds the beauti-
ful in art to consist in the imitation of the 
beautiful; but inquiry into that characteristic, 
for him, shows it to be common also to natural 
objects, and to actions, and so upward to the 
Beauty which is almost indifferentiable from 
the Good; and the ultimate solution of artistic 
as well as of all ot~er problems lies, for him, 
in the contemplation of God. Differential criti-
cism of this order, on the other hand, separates 
the kinds of subject matter and argues on the 
basis of such separation, either to distinguish 
the arts from other faculties or activities or 
to distinguish them inter se.34 
Assuming that the subject is poetry, the critic must 
selec t his subject matter since, according to Olson, he 
will not be discussing subject but subject matter, as haa 
been exp l a ined. For example the subject matter of Longinus 
would be t r a nsport and, as Olson sees it, hi s view would 
be active since the a udience participates. Aristotle, on 
33Ibid ., pp. 548-9. 
34 Ibi d . , p. 550. 
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the other h a nd, who actually dis cusses vario us subj ect 
matters, assumes a passive vie\Y' when he expresses t he 
concep~ of the a ud i e nce experi encing tragedy by purgation 
of emotion. The i reportant point at t h is junctur e is that 
there is n o . contradiction bet\-leen Longinus' 5 vie\'l and 
Aristotle's. Since they have based their the ories on 
different propositions neithe~ of which is a direct nega-
tion of the other, both theories can be true. Judging 
from Olson's theory a critic may choose to study l'lords-
worth's poetry as it acts as a medium for the criteria 
proposed by Wordsworth in Lyrical Ballads or, as Brooks 
does, as the poetic whole removed from poet, poetic in-
tention, or time. Conversely, a historical critic may 
select a study of Nordsworth's poetry as it affects or 
reflects the Romantic movement as appropriate subject 
matter for his poetic theory. None of these can be judqed 
one against the other to determine truth or falsity. 
Olson is not oppo+ed to what Brooks has done when he 
seeks to separate poetic language from any other literary 
language. 
Olson is opposed to what he calls partial criticisM, 
in which the critic has bothered neither to consider the 
whole of a work nor to s e t up the ground rules for hi. 
critical method. He shares Crane's distress over the lack 
of knowledge on the part of many critics of the history of 
cri ticism. Olson strongly feels that many modern theories 
would have been s topped during the ir first s tages of 
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evolution if their CIeators had spent a little more time 
thinki ng about what they wer e saying and testing what they 
had said . \'!ha t me t hod a cri tic c h ooses does not concern 
Olson ; however great thought should go into such a choice. 
He s ays: 
Choice is determined by the questions one wi s hes 
to ask and the form of answer one requires and by 
the relative adequacy o f given systems. The dis-
covery of properties peculiar to a given kind of 
poetry demands a differen tial method, as that of 
properties peculiar to a given kind of poetry 
demands a differential method, as that of pro-
perties which poetry holds in common with other 
things requires an integral method. If one wishes 
to know the nature of a given kind of poetry, as 
a certain synolon or composite, a whole and its 
parts specified with the maximum differentiati~n 
possible without the destruction of the universals 
upon which science depends, an Aristotelian criti-
cism is reqUisite; if one proposes to view poetry 
in te r ms of principles of maximum community, a 
platonic criticism is demanded. Every phi lo s ophy 
is addressed only to certain questions and can 
answer them only in certain forms. 3S 
The knowledge required to select or conceive the questions 
to be asked as well the strict discipline necess a ry for 
the development of a critical theory justifies Crane's 
position that ideally all critics should be scholars, and 
also philosophers. 
To Crane and Olson criticism is a form of inquiry to 
be pursued in a logical or philosophical manner, and it is 
the duty of the critic to abate the corruption of the arts. 
He i s not the artist: he is the examiner and the caretaker 
of the arts. It is imperative, therefore, that he be as 
methodica l as Aristotle and as knovl ledgeable of the critical 
35 I b id ., p. 552. 
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tradi ticn as possible . Guided by this r espon s i bi Ii ty , 
the Chicago Critics r eject monism , ,,,hieh t hey see as an 
inhibition to full examination. They propos e to be gui ded by 
individual nature of the work be ing c riti c ised. Since the 
nature of p oems var ies, they assume that the cri tical 
method must adapt not only to t he poem unde r examination 
but to the questions being asked . Their concept of plural-
ism is neither dogmatic nor static: it allows for the 
co-existence of divergent philosophies and encourages the 
development of new ones. To them new ideas are exciting 





Brooks's theory of the structure of poetry as the 
"liell \i'rought Urn," \'lhich stresses the poem as being what 
it is only in its unmolested entirity, is a valuable cri-
tical approach. His concept of irony deepens the reader's 
appreciation of poetic language, and his studies of the 
Christian poets and of the relationship between poetry 
and Christianity are certainly indicative of his genuine 
concern fo r man's spiritual state. 
It is unfortunate, however, that his doctrinaire 
attitude apparently blinds him to how limited criticism 
would become if all other methods of exploration into the , 
nature of poetry were forfeited and if all critics were 
formalistic. As Crane has pOinted out, if critics were 
only to use a monistic approach, they would be denying 
the possibility that there is a poem--or will be a poem--
which is totally unique and for which no known critical 
method is suitable. 
Brooks ' s judgment at various specific points becomes 
questionable, as in The Hidden God when he says Yeats's 
importance rests in questions posed rather than solutions. 
Yeats of course offered may firm and positive positions: 
tha t we must return to the reading of Irish mythology , 
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that we are (by his theory of the 2000 year cycle) to expect 
some leader to appear who will destroy the old and begin a 
new cycle, and that essential truths can be explained by 
the gyre within symbolic interlocking cones . And no poet 
has been more positive than Yeats about the desiderated 
harmony between body, soul, and intellect. 
And again Eliot--who believed 80 strongly that the 
people, since they cannot think idealistically about every 
problem that confronts them, need a church to do their 
thinkinq for them--would hardly approve of beinq used by 
Brooks .s an example of the critic's belief that modern 
man must search for himself in aame tentattve fashion by 
re9ardin~ the nature of things -from shifting points.- l 
Brooks has no right to present hi. own rhetoric in such 
a manner a8 to brush aside Eliot'. concern for permanence 
and the fixed center of realit7. 
Brooks spends too much time in his criticism trying 
I 
to defend or exemplify his concept of irony. This become. 
, somewhat laborious as does his too frequent de fens. of 
formalism. Formalism is fine. But it fail. to pose all 
the critical questions, and cannot provide all the poetic 
answers; therefore to a serious degree ~t inhibits investi-
gation. For example, Brooks declares that poetry has a 
special knowledge, but his logic is too vague to be helpful. 
Crane, on the other hand, does not restrict a poem to im-
parting any special knowl'edge in order to justify its 
lBrooks, The Hidden God, pp. 60, 81-2. 
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value . He fee l s that i t mayor may not e xpress k nowledge. 
What must al\oJays be considered, according to Crane I is 
the uniqueness of any given poetic work. BrooKs's method 
of p .I'ohibiti ng the sepa ration of form from content does 
not always allow for other methods of investigation, and 
would often keep a certain kind of poem from getting a 
proper reading, especially those poems unusually rich in 
content. 
Studying Wheelwright's theory of the role of myth in 
poetry is like studying man himself. The insights which 
he gives into human nature encourage a deep appreci~tion 
for the value of myth. Brooks assumes our modern state 
of spiritual d eprivation, but \iheelwright more adequately 
explains it . Brooks tells us of our loss of myth and the 
seriousness of that loss; Nheelwright tells us what myth 
is and the relationship of language to it. He integrates 
myth, language, metaphor, and poetry and explains their 
necessity for spiritual consciousness. Wheelwright offers 
poet ry as being essential for man's spiritual survival, 
rather than only a supplement to his cultural existence . 
He is more lUcid then Brooks in his differentiation between 
logical and expressive (or steno and fluid) languages. 
His critical approach provides a deeper knowledge of the 
poetic imagination, and his definitions are more explicit 
(as with epiphor and diaphor--even though the concept of 
dia~hor is rather difficult). His ideas are exciting , 
stress,ing the fusion of archetYPe!, metaphor, and poetry 
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as perspectual rather than expository . iiheehoJright give s 
the poem an importance in its song , i t s rhythm , beyond a ny 
speci a l knowledge which Br ooks belie ves it to c ontain. 
Wheelwright's belief i n t he critic's r e sponsibili t y a s 
observe r and cowmentator seems proper and constructive . 
Yet with all that he contributes to poetic theory , he does 
not exhaust all the face ts of the nature of poetry or the 
methods of criticism, and ought perhaps to show more aware-
ness of what he is leaving out. 
The Chicago Critics are the most explicit of the three 
groups concerning the responsibilities of a critic. They 
view criticism as an area which is tied not only to the 
humanities but to all parts of our culture, and which 
necessitates the sound logical structure used by philo-
8ophers . They are interested in integrating criticism 
into the modern world as a valued tool for man's further 
humanistic progression, and to serve this purpose it must . 
be a discipline. ,. 
Such a role, these pluralists claim, cannot be care-
less ly cons t ructed; it bears too great a responsibility. 
The critic is morally obligated to propose more than a 
theory supported by generalities or selected specifics, 
he must offer a theory by which his avenues have been 
tested and defined as carefully as Aristotle did. Then 
the cri~ic should be willing to see his theory debated 
and teste d by other scholars . 
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\vhec lwright. and Brooks presen t bolO cri t i ca l appr oaches--
f ormali stic and my thic. The point th a t Olson and Cran e 
make as p lura lists i s th at there a r e o ther equally valid 
approaches to poetry. A~ Crane h as pointe d out, the r o le 
of the critic has no t yet been comple tely de fin e d; there-
fore the critics act as their own guardians of the health 
of critical theory. In their sincerity, disagreement 
occurs, which Olson says is good because it brings about 
new points of view. 
If criticism is to fulfill its serious role in the 
hwnanistic development of man, other critics must he.ed 
what the Chicago Critics are saying, and accept the self-
imposed discipline of a philosopher. After all, the 
majority of the reading public is in no position to judge 
the validity of the critic's work. The critic must realize 
that he is making a contribution to poetic theory, but 
not providing the Bole method of investigation . Pluralism 
stimulates discovery since it does not rule out any critical 
poss ibilities and it applauds sound thinking and new ideas. 
Where myth critics and formalistic critics address. them-
selves to the development of one theory, the Chicago critic. 
have assumed a larger task: they have prepared the ground-
work for the future development of poetic theory. If other 
critics are willing to listen to them, there will be a 
sounde r basis formulated f or man's further understa nding 





Sewanee Review, LIX 
The Definition of 
(October, 1951) 543-58. 
"Christi ani ty of t-1odernism," American Review, 
VI (February, 1936), 435-46. 
"The Community and the Pariah, II Virginia Quarterly 
Revie\", XXXIX (Spring, 1963), 236-53. 
_____ "'~. The Hidden God. New Haven: Yale University 
Pres s, 1963. 
"Irony and 'Ironic' Poetry," College English, 
IX (February, 1948), 231-7. 
"Milton and the New Criticism," Sewanee Review, 
LIX (January , 1951), 1-22 . 
___ -,=.... t40dern Poetry , The Tradi ticn. New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1965. 
"My Credo," Kenyon Review, XIII (Winter, 1951), 
72-81. 
"New Critic}sm: 
P~erican Scholar, ' XIII 




"Note on the Limits of History and the Limits of 
Criticism," Sewanee Review, LXI (January, 1953), 129-35. 
"A Note on Symbol & Conceit," The American Review, 
III (May, 1934), 201-11. 
"Poetry and Political Faith," Poetry, L (August., 
1937), 280-4. 
"The State of Criticism: A Sampling," The 
Sewannee Review, LXV (Surruner, 1957), 484-98. 
The \oJell Nrought Urn. New York : Harcourt , 
ilrace & \Yorld, Inc . , 194 7. 
73 
74 
orooks, Cleanth, a nd l'Jarl-en , Robert Pe nn. 
Nadern Poetrv ," American Review , VI tI 
1939 ), 435 - 49 . 
"Reading of 
(Feb ruary, 
Underst a nding Poetry. New York: Holt , Rinehart 
and Wins ton, 1960. 
Crane, R. S. "Cleanth Brooks : 
Monism , " Modern Philology , 
or the Bank rup tcy o f Critical 
XLV (Hay, 1948) , 226 - 45. 
(ed.) Critics and Criticism: Ancient and Modern. 
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1952. 
. The Languages of Criticism and the Structure of 
------Pn=o7e try. Canada: university of Toronto Press, 1953. 
Olson, Elder. "Argument of Longinus on the Sublime," 
Modern Philology, XXXIX (February, 1942), 225-58. 
Olson, Elder (ed.) . Aristotle's "Poetics" and English 
Literature: A Collection of Critical Essays. Chicago: 
The university of Chicago Press, 1965. 
"IS Theory Possible?" Poetry, LXXI (February, 
1948),257-9. 
of 
The Poe try of Dylan Thomas. 
Chicago Press, 1954 . 
Chicago : University 
"Poetry of Dylan Thomas," Poetry, LXXXIII 
(January , 1954), 213-20. 
"Recent LiteraJ;"Y Criticism," Modern Philolo gy, 
XL (February, 1943), 275-83. 
"Rhetoric and the Appreciation of Pope, II Modern 
Philology, XXXVII (August, 1939), 13-35. 
Hayne 
(ed.) Tragedy and the Theor1 of Drama. State university Press, 196 • Detroit: 
Tate . Allen (ed.). The Language of Poetry. New York: 
Russell, Russell, 1960. 
v~eelwriqht, Philip. 
Sewanee Review, 
"Aesthetic Surface and Mythic Depth," 
LXV (Spring, 1957), 278-93. 
The Burn ing Fountain: A Study in t he Language of 
Symboli s m. Bloomington: Indiana university press , lSS4. 
A Critical Introduct i on to Ethics. Ne\", York: 
The Odyssey Press Inc., 1959. 
"Hinduism Ancient and 1-1odern, II 'fh e Sewanee 
Review, VIX (1951), 167- 78. 
75 
" I f the Los t \'lor Id De 
Review, LIX (1951), 348-62. 
Lost . . . ," The Sewane e 
"Inte l l ectual Light," The Se\ ... anee Review, 
LXVI (Summer , 1958), 397-412 . 
__ ~~_. Ne taphor a nd Reality. Dlr ~:'!lington: Ind i ana 
University Pre~ s , 1962 . 
"Notes on 11ythopoeia," 'I'he Se\',anee Review, 
LIX (October , 1951), 574-92. 
"Philosophy on the Threshold , " The Sewanee 
Re v iew, LXI (January, 19 S3), 56-75. ' 
The Nay of Phi losophy . New York: The Odyssey 
Press, 1960. 
